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(3/23/2009) MTC info - RE: MTC Transportation 2035 - Comments on Draft Page 1

From: Ashley Nguyen
To: Ted Yurek
CC: Joseph Hurley;  Marian Lee;  Marisa Espinosa;  MTC info;  Todd McIntyre
Date: 3/2/2009 8:45 AM
Subject: RE: MTC Transportation 2035 - Comments on Draft

Ted:
Thanks for reviewing the Appendix One, and forwarding us the revisions to the SM listing. Both are pretty 
straightforward revisions, and we will reflect these revisions in the Final Plan. 

Ashley Nguyen
Senior Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
Tel. 510.817.5809 | Fax 510.817.5848

>>> "Yurek, Ted" <yurekt@samtrans.com> 2/27/2009 6:06 PM >>>
Of course, I had to forget the attachment.

________________________________
From: Yurek, Ted
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2009 6:06 PM
To: Ashley Nguyen
Cc: Espinosa, Marisa; Hurley, Joseph; Lee, Marian; McIntyre, Todd; 'info@mtc.ca.gov'
Subject: MTC Transportation 2035 - Comments on Draft

Hi Ashley,
Attached are some comments on the MTC's Draft Transportation 2035 Plan.  Following the formal letter 
from the San Mateo County TA are the pages from the plan marked up with the changes/corrections we 
thought should be made.  Let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,

Ted Yurek
Senior Planner

San Mateo County Transit District
Planning & Development
1250 San Carlos Avenue
San Carlos, CA  94070

Phone: 650 508 6471
Fax: 650 508 7938
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From: "Yurek, Ted" <yurekt@samtrans.com>
To: "'Ashley Nguyen'" <ANguyen@mtc.ca.gov>
CC: "'info@mtc.ca.gov'" <info@mtc.ca.gov>, "McIntyre, Todd" <mcintyret@samtr...
Date: 2/27/2009 6:13 PM
Subject: MTC Transportation 2035 - Comments on Draft
Attachments: MTC2035RTP_Ct_FinCom.pdf

Hi again,
Since one of the comments in the San Mateo County TA letter (about Dumbarton Rail) is closely tied to 
Caltrain, we are sending that comment from Caltrain also.

Thanks (I think I got this one with just one email),

Ted Yurek
Senior Planner

San Mateo County Transit District
Planning & Development
1250 San Carlos Avenue
San Carlos, CA  94070

Phone: 650 508 6471
Fax: 650 508 7938
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(3/5/2009) MTC info - Re: T-2035 Comment (Schermer-Transit Efficiency) Page 1

From: John Goodwin
To: Fredrick Schermer <fredrick_schermer@dot.ca.gov>
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 1/15/2009 12:11 PM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comment (Schermer-Transit Efficiency)

Dear Mr. Schermer:
   Thank you for your kind words and for your careful reading of the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan. You 
are correct that it will be important to maximize the efficiency of our transit systems as the Bay Area 
struggles to balance myriad transportation needs with severely limited resources. Your comments in their 
entirety will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of the 
Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25. 
   MTC thanks you for your well-considered and highly detailed recommendations. We very much 
appreciate your interest in regional transportation issues and look forward to hearing more of your 
suggestions in the future. In the meantime, we invite you to visit the MTC Web site at  
www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035 to monitor developments as the Transportation 2035 planning process reaches 
its conclusion.

fredrick_schermer@dot.ca.gov 

Dear Commission,

Let me start out saying I enjoyed reading the RTP 2035 very much. I 
consider it very well written, addressing close to all issues, and 
admitting (y)our own limitations in specific spots and with various goals. 
I could praise you more for this plan, but I will quickly address in this 
personal email (not an official Caltrans email) what I consider missing or 
not well-addressed yet.

Though I appreciate the thought of viewing ourselves as the current -or 
future- example for the rest of the world, I dearly missed the wording 
that asks us to view the rest of the world as the source for good 
examples. I briefly worked for Muni's TEP, and I was amazed that their 
peer review did not look any further than the peer transit operators on 
just this continent. World class examples on how to save money and improve 
service can be found elsewhere, for instance in Europe. I am certain you 
agree with me that this particular TEP myopia does not serve anyone, and 
shows a political choice to not look in specific mirrors because they know 
the outcome. I place this as my first comment to you here as well, because 
urging us to be examples to others, but then -through unmentioned words- 
not being interested in what others have done (for instance, in transit) 
makes -politely said- little sense.

In light of transit, I had the feeling you are still not comfortable 
addressing the political situation that exists in the Bay Area; you 
mention it only in very well-crafted words. Cooperation is naturally the 
best way to move ahead, but when local bulwarks are unwilling to move 
towards common goals that the entire population of California supports, 
then the larger governmental levels, such as MTC and the State of 
California, need to do more than gentle pushing. The United States 
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Constitution was set up with a two-way sharing (pulling) of power, and 
currently the local governments and organizations are very much in 
control. Again, I mention all of this especially in light of transit.

I was very happy to see the graph on page 40, showing that Transit 
Efficiency ranks highest in regards to performance & addressing goals 
combined. I find it therefore peculiar that this did not get highlighted 
better in your reporting. One example, Caltrain's baby-bullet service, 
created a 50% increase in ridership in a little over four years time for 
actually little money. From information gathered at work here at Caltrans, 
I believe the same group of people is served with upgrading quality of 
transit as with creation of HOV lanes; because, especially carpoolers 
appear to jump into fast and reliable transit. High quality transit -of 
the kind we truly do not have much of in the Bay Area- helps others 
elsewhere in the world reach their environmental and economic goals. 
Percentage-wise, Americans spend twice as much as the Japanese on 
transportation, and one-and-a-half times as much as Western Europeans. It 
is not just the distance, and not just the use, but especially the 
efficiency of what we have -or should have- that counts in this respect. 

When working for the TEP, I learned that Muni's performance is slowest in 
the downtown area. I investigated other cities, for instance Rotterdam, in 
the Netherlands, where transit operates exactly the other way around: it 
is actually fastest in the downtown ring. And there, the average speed 
slows when moving to an outer ring (with some directions still providing 
very fast transit). All that, while the infrastructure is not that much 
different (it has two metro lines, while San Francisco has a BART and a 
Muni tunnel). Close to no buses enter Rotterdam's downtown, they function 
mainly as feeder lines. Buses are per passenger very expensive to operate. 
On top of that, Muni operates its tunnel as a streetcar system, which is 3 
to 5 times more expensive to operate than a subway system (Vukan Vuchic, 
in Urban Public Transportation, 1981). All that, while the tunnel is 
already there (the big investment has already been made). The synergy 
effect of having one transit leg that is fastest in a straight line from A 
to B makes people use transit more, including accepting that second leg on 
the bus or streetcar that may not be too fantastic. Muni could save money 
and improve service. My question: where are you? This is the place where 
MTC and the State of California have a very important function to fulfill. 
As said, I worked for the TEP for a little while. I truly like their plans 
for buses, but they still have not figured out the disfunctional part of 
their light-rail system, where the real money savings and the real 
improvements for transit are. To support this reasoning: while Caltrain 
had a 50% jump in ridership in four years time, SamTrans had just a small 
increase in ridership. Efficiency is it!

I have very severe problems with California's High-Speed Rail plan. While 
it supports many aspects addressed in SB375, it undermines various aspects 
of SB375 truly at the same time. Each form of transit - be it bus, BRT, 
light-rail, regional rail, or high-speed rail - performs best when 
optimizing the conditions for its own specific characteristics. A bus is 
not optimized in use the same way a metro is. The CHSR tries to please too 
many different locations (due to political reality), and will be a lesser 
product than portrayed and cause more sprawl than currently considered. 
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The maximum use of HSR is therefore not delivered in this product as 
sketched in this plan. The train will be slower (and more costly to 
operate), leading more people to still take their own car. Certain aspects 
of each form of transit are not up for compromise, and I predict that the 
California high-speed rail will perform like regular rail in Europe (on 
average, not in specifics). That is still an improvement compared to 
today, but costs a very large amount of money that is going to a 
lower-grade project. In that light, Oakland is the heart of BART in the 
Northern Bay Area, and it should get a HSR station that connects straight 
to Sacramento and San Jose to optimize use of both HSR and BART. Oakland 
and San Francisco are a few minutes apart on BART, and this will create 
movement on BART that is in most cases different from the current peak 
directions on BART. Also, with having Fresno sit right on top of the heart 
of the HSR system as sketched, many jobs will flow towards this part of 
the Central Valley, undermining your very high predictions for job growth 
in the Bay Area.

Transit systems have their natural capacities, yet ensuring a two-way use 
of a transit system is a clever increase of capacity without much need for 
additional investments. Investigate which parts of, for instance, the BART 
system have extra capacity and that are attractive system-wide, and 
promote that area for business. Again, Oakland could use regional 
promotion, while infrastructurally this would cost us the least amount of 
extra money. If we build a two-way system (roads, transit) why not 
optimize the use of both directions? We made the investments, so let's 
promote the best use of the investments.

Specific projects that I mentioned to my boss, but that I like to 
reiterate here, again, on a personal basis:

San Francisco County
# 94632: Extend Third Street Light Rail from Fourth and King Streets to 
Bayshore Caltrain Station.
This project was finished last year, except for the important last stop to 
Bayshore Caltrain Station (which does appear as separate project in the 
San Mateo list).

# 230409: Reconstruct and widen Harney Way to 8 lanes (6 mixed flow, 2 
bus-only for BRT service) and improve bicycle lanes and sidewalks.
I thought this project was shot down last year, and the main reason the 
last light-rail leg was not completed to connect that 
transit-efficiency-improving connector station at Bayshore. Here, too, MTC 
has a vital role to play to overcome the local political realities of two 
counties.

# 230517: Improve transit and roadway connectivity between San Francisco 
and San Mateo Counties.
Is this about the same project 230409 but with a different name? Possibly, 
this is about Muni light-rail to Daly City BART station? That spot is the 
other transit situation showing a political reality of severe 
unwillingness to deliver the people of this region efficient transit.
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# 230594: Improve San Francisco BART stations to enhance passenger safety, 
accessibility and capacity, improve signage and provide real time transit 
information.
Is this just about Montgomery and Embarcadero Stations or also about BART 
30th Street/Mission station? I made the point before, but Muni's 
functioning is not optimized in its Market Street tunnel. If Muni used 
this infrastructure more efficiently, then BART would be used by fewer 
people in this stretch of downtown, diminishing the need to adjust the 
Montgomery and Embarcadero BART stations. By not addressing the lack of 
efficient transit in one spot (Muni not using the tunnel as a cost-saving 
metro capable of handling 250% more people, and this number is real, not a 
guess), we are now required to address an additional problem for much 
money, while not addressing the actual cause: inefficient transit use of a 
neighboring organization.

Santa Clara County
# 21923: Implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on El Camino Real from Diridon 
Station to Palo Alto.
This is a perfect example of redundancy in transit. With Caltrain's 
baby-bullet a big success, a BRT following the same length but 
one-to-a-few miles West of Caltrain's track, competition in what is a 
subsidized market leads to both forms becoming more expensive/performing 
less well than desired. Caltrain needs feeder line buses that are 
most-reliable (i.e., line not too long, not going to bottleneck locations, 
and preferably going to two Caltrain stations, with one a baby-bullet 
station). My quick overall take on transit: we have too much transit, all 
of a low-grade, costing us unnecessarily a very large sum of money for a 
product that does not attract all riders that good transit could attract. 
There is a segment of competition, definitively worth mentioning, in our 
transit product that undermines the performance/cost of both competing 
transit services. Focus on too many lines, and there is no real focus.

# 22019: Convert Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) to light-rail transit in the 
Santa Clara-Alum Rock corridor (Downtown East valley Phase 2).
Is this an example, or a warning, that we need to be careful with BRT? 
Will much capital be destroyed by not immediately implementing light-rail 
at this location, or is the road bed the same as for light-rail, and 
little money is lost when converting? Should San Francisco learn something 
from this for their Van Ness BRT project? Are we spending money on a 
half-solution, making us have to spend more again in the future? With BRT 
quite popular among planners, we need to be careful not getting caught in 
the spin. Again, BRT has its own characteristics that deliver a maximized 
product under specific conditions. Avoid expensive experimenting with BRT, 
don't waste money thinking we will be the examples for the world, while 
creating additional problems that will cost additional money fixing, too.

I'd like to finish this email with thanking you again for what I can tell 
is a very professional plan. Though I highlight particularly that of which 
I am certain that large improvements can be made in transit thinking, I am 
in general very much impressed with the RTP 2035. And I am aware of 
certain realities (money constraints, political balkanization, two-party 
system leading to local monopolies). Overall, I'd say: a very good job!
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Thank you very much for your time and attention.
 

Fredrick Schermer
System and Regional Planning
Caltrans - District 4
Phone: 1(510)286-5557
Fax: 1(510)286-5513

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

#46



(3/5/2009) MTC info - Re: T-2035 Comment (Sprague-raising the cost for commuters) Page 1

From: John Goodwin
To: catherine sprague
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/9/2009 3:32 PM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comment (Sprague-raising the cost for commuters)

Dear Ms. Sprague:
    Thank you for your comments about MTC's newly released Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, which I 
believe may have been prompted in part by a KPIX-TV Channel 5 news story that aired Jan. 22. I thank 
you as well for the opportunity to clear up some misconceptions about the Draft Plan. 
     Contrary to the impression created by the KPIX story, MTC has no plans to triple or quadruple the 
cost of driving. None of the investments or programs identified in the Draft Plan will punish you or any 
other Bay Area residents for driving, nor will they force anyone to ride transit. Indeed, the only specific 
proposal in the Draft Plan that might raise the cost of vehicle operation -- and even then, only for some 
drivers -- is the creation of a regional network of high-occupancy toll (or HOT) lanes, which would allow 
solo drivers the option to travel in carpool lanes on Bay Area freeways in exchange for a toll (which 
would vary based on traffic conditions in the conventional mixed-flow lanes). 
     This "congestion insurance" is entirely optional. Carpoolers and buses would continue to travel free of 
charge in these lanes just as they already do. The only difference is that solo drivers, who are now 
prohibited from traveling in the carpool lanes during peak periods, would have an option to buy their way 
in to take advantage of unused capacity.
     What KPIX failed to report is that all the other pricing mechanisms that MTC analyzed (carbon taxes, 
fees based on vehicle-miles traveled fee, parking surcharges) were reviewed only to determine their 
impact on achieving specific performance targets. These include reducing freeway congestion by 20 
percent; reducing daily vehicle-miles traveled by 10 percent; reducing carbon dioxide emissions to 40 
percent below 1990 levels; reducing particulate emissions (coarse particulates by 45 percent and fine 
particulates by 10 percent); and reducing by 10 percentage points the share of low- and moderate-
income residents' household incomes consumed by transportation and housing.
    To perform this analysis, MTC first looked at three infrastructure investment packages and determined 
which of the three would get us closer to each performance target. Then we determined how much 
closer to each target we would get if we added both the pricing mechanisms and land-use changes that 
would concentrate new housing and jobs in the already urbanized portions of the Bay Area. That's it. The 
ideas for transportation pricing were simply part of a "What if?" analysis, and not part of a policy 
proposal.
     I invite you to take a closer look at the Draft Plan, and specifically at the analysis of the performance 
targets, which is found on pages 28-30 in the "Trends" chapter. The Draft Plan is available on the MTC 
Web site at  www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/. We thank you again for your observations and for 
your interest in regional transportation issues. Your comments on the Draft Plan will be forwarded to the 
full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of the plan in March 2009. 
   

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov 

I was stunned and frankly appalled to hear that the MTC was even considering trying to get people out 
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of their cars by raising prices on commuters with gas taxes and toll roads.
I work in San Jose and currently live in Los Gatos, I would like to buy a house but I can't afford anything 
closer that Brentwood.  How, please tell me how,  I can get from Brentwood to San Jose without my car. 
I can't take BART, it does not go from Brentwood to SJ, and San Jose's light rail does not meet up with 
Bart, now there's great planning. 
 
Why don't you do something about our dismal public  transpiration before hit the consumer with more 
taxes and fees ?
 
Catherine Sprague
14685 oka road # 55
Los Gatos, Ca 95032
(408) 356-3140

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov
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From: Ashley Nguyen
To: lowell_grattan@prodigy.net
CC: Steve Heminger
Date: 9/3/2008 10:46 AM
Subject: New Transportation 2035 Plan —  Response

Hi Lowell:

Thank you for your interest in Transportation 2035: Change in Motion.  T2035 signals a new direction for 
the region, in which policymakers and planners, with extensive input from the public, are rethinking 
investment choices in the face of growing concerns about climate change, land uses patterns, air quality 
and other forces.  Here's a response to your questions:

1. Who is doing the most Polluting, transit or cars? Which is getting better?

If we were to focus on particulate matter emissions for tailpipe exhaust, in 2006, ARB estimates that the 
total annual average PM2.5 (fine particulate matter) on-road motor vehicle emissions is 66 tons/day.  A 
light-duty passenger car  emits 9 tons/day, a heavy heavy duty diesel truck emits 38 tons/day, and a 
heavy duty diesel urban bus emits 0.5 tons/day.  

For more information, see:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ei/emissiondata.htm 

Through regulatatory actions such as AB 1493 and Zero-Emission Bus Requirements (California Code 
Section 2023.3), I would say both cars and buses are getting better through advances in vehicle 
technologies.  With the implementation of AB 1493 where automakers must increasingly meet stringent 
GHG emission standards that phase in between 2009 and 2016. ARB estimates that these standards 
would reduce GHG emissions for light duty vehicles 18 percent by 2020 and 27 percent by 2030. 

2. What is the future and capability of rail? 

Resolution 3434 is MTC's plan for regional transit expansion, which was first adopted in the 2001 
Regional Transportation Plan.  It includes service impvts. and expansions to BART to Warm Springs/San 
Jose, ACE, Caltrain, Amtrak's Capitol Corridor, and the Sonoma-Marin Rail (SMART).  RM2 also provided 
some funding to support transit service improvements, and of course, you're probably aware of the HSR 
Bond Measure slated for the Nov. ballot.  For more information, please see:

Resolution 3434 http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/rtep/ 
Regional Measure 2 http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/RM2/ 
Regional Rail Plan http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/rail/ 
California High Speed Rail: http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ 

3. Does Smart Growth really work?

In the Bay Area, MTC, along with our partner regional agencies (BAAQMD, BCDC and ABAG), have 
launched the FOCUS initiative that encourage growth in existing communities, promote better 
connections between land use and transportation, and protect the environment. FOCUS seeks to foster 
development of complete neighborhoods that offer a range of housing choices and allow residents 
increased opportunities for walking, bicycling, and transit use.  These strategies have been developed in 
response to widespread concern over the consequences of sprawling development patterns and as an 
emerging body of empirical research has developed documenting the relationship between transportation 
and land use.  
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Certainly, sweeping generalizations that any smart growth policy will always work would be 
inappropriate; however, empirical research has found relationships between independent variables such 
as population density, diversity in land use mix, design that accommodates all modes of transportation, 
and access to destinations such as retail or parks, and dependent variables such as mode choice, number 
of vehicle trips, and vehicle miles travelled, finding that the smart growth choices often are correlated 
with less driving and less trips by car.

For more information on FOCUS, please see 
http://www.bayareavision.org/ 

Ashley Nguyen
Senior Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
Tel. 510.817.5809 | Fax 510.817.5848

>>> "LOWELL E GRATTAN" <lowell_grattan@prodigy.net> 9/2/2008 2:44 PM >>>
Steve,
Concerned about the direction of the new Transportation 2035 Plan.
Here is a note I sent to San Jose Planning regarding their new Envion 2040 Plan.  My concerns also apply 
to MTC.
1. Who is doing the most Polluting, transit or cars? Which is getting better?
2. What is the future and capability of rail? .
3. Does Smart Growth really work? 

Of interest, just returned from a conference in Houston. Average home price $158,000,
They have solved road congestion.  The bay area does not have a clue. 

Please review these experts listed below.  Rail is not the answer.!!! 
Lowell Grattan
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From: MTC info
To: Simon (Vsevolod) Ilyushchenko
Date: 9/12/2008 12:43 PM
Subject: Re: CO2 and VMT analysis

Hello, Simon.

I forwarded your questions on to Lisa Klein in our Planning Section. Here is her response:

There is not a more detailed report to share at this time. The analysis will be documented in the 
Transportation 2035 Performance Measures Report, which is due out at the end of the year. 

In the mean time, some additional information about the analysis is documented in material presented to 
the MTC Advisory Council in June: http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/events/agendaView.akt?p=1091 (see item 8).

The technical documentation from the Vision Scenario Assessment in Fall 
2007(http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/tech_report.htm) includes a brief write up on the 
models used for regional travel and air quality analyses. We used the same models in the project 
evaluation. The relevant section is excerpted below. Chuck Purvis (cpurvis@mtc.ca.gov) and Harold Brazil 
(hbrazil@mtc.ca.gov), respectively, will best be able to answer questions about the regional travel and 
emissions models we use. Hope this helps. Lisa

F.  About the Travel Models & Air Quality Models Used in this Analysis

The current set of MTC travel demand models are typical of advanced trip-based travel models in use in 
the United States. MTC staff estimated these models in the mid-1990s using data from the 1990 Bay 
Area household travel survey (BATS1990).

The current trip-based models are a blend of disaggregate and aggregate demand models, all applied at 
an aggregate, zonal level with extensive market segmentation. Auto ownership models are nested logit 
choice in form, and include transit/highway accessibility variables. Trip generation models are either 
disaggregate household, worker or student trip production or aggregate zonal trip production/attraction 
in form, using hybrid cross-classification / multiple regression forms. Trip distribution models are 
standard gravity model formulations. Mode choice models are nested logit choice. Non-motorized trips 
(separate modes for bicycle and walk) are included in all mode choice models. Departure time choice for 
work trips is a binomial logit choice, whereas departure time choice for non-work trips is based on 
traditional trip peaking factors. Trip assignment procedures focus on daily traffic and transit trips, and AM 
peak period traffic volumes and speeds. Customized speed-flow delay curves are used in traffic 
assignment, including an Akçelik formulation for representing arterial speeds. The model system 
methodology incorporates full feedback from trip assignment back through auto ownership. Trip 
assignment (district-to-district travel times and costs) are also used as input to the land use allocation 
models used by MTC's sister agency, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). Detailed travel 
model specifications for this "BAYCAST-90" model system are available online at 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/forecast/.

Future MTC plans are to migrate to a fully disaggregate, activity-based model by 2009. Detailed 
information on these activities and plans are included on the MTC web site, here:
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/abm/ 

The current MTC model system incorporates 1,454 regional travel analysis zones in a region of 7,149 
square miles.
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The California Air Resources Board (CARB) model "EMFAC2007" (in BURDEN mode) was used by MTC 
planners for this study. MTC staff also used CARB spreadsheet models to adjust the emissions to take 
into account improved vehicle technology standards (the "Pavley Standards" included in the 2002 
California AB 1493). 

Simon, hopefully the above will help to answer your questions.

MTC Public Information

>>> "Simon (Vsevolod) Ilyushchenko" <simonf@simonf.com> 9/11/2008 12:08:07 AM >>>
Dear MTC officers,

I've read a memorandum that will be presented by Lisa Klein at
tomorrow's meeting:
http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting_packet_documents/agenda_1133/Project_Performance_Klein2.pdf 

It mentions an analysis of carbon dioxide emissions and vehicle miles
traveled for several highway expansion projects.

I've been working on visualizing climate-related datasets, especially
data on CO2 emissions, and I would be interested to read the full
report and to see what models and inputs were used (plus, as a Bay
Area resident, I'd like to understand the planning process better).
The techniques that were employed could be helpful in other
localities, also.

Thanks,
Simon
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From: Ellen Griffin
To: info@mtc.ca.gov
CC: Ursula Vogler
Date: 10/13/2008 12:35 PM
Subject: Fwd: Transportation 2035 Plan
Attachments: T2035 COMMITTED PROJECTS.xls; T2035 COMMITTED FUNDS BREAKDOWN.xls; T2035 
NE

W COMMITMENTS.xls

please note that this inquiry was responded to...thanks, Ellen

>>> Ursula Vogler 10/13/2008 12:07 PM >>>
Hello Mr. Llewellyn:

Thank you for your email. Regarding your first question, the questions asked of workshop attendees did 
not relate to specific RTP projects, but instead asked about general funding preferences. The comments 
were synthesized and presented to the Commission in June of this year; the comments provided one 
aspect of consideration for the Commission when they approved the financially constrained investment 
plan in July. If interested, I will forward the Powerpoint presentation outlining the public comments using 
yousendit (it's too large to send with this email.) 

Next, we post Plan information as pdf files on our Web site to make it easily accessible to the public.  
However, because the pdf file of committed projects you were directed to did not allow you to 
manipulate the data, I am attaching three excel spreadsheets: 1) Committed Projects, 2) Committed 
Funds Breakdown, and 3) New Commitments.

Please let us know if you have any other questions or comments. 

Best regards,

Ursula

Ursula Vogler
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA  94607-4700
Phone: 510/817-5785
Fax: 510/817-5848
Email: uvogler@mtc.ca.gov 

>>> "Roderick Llewellyn" <roderick@sanfransystems.com> 10/6/2008 8:27 PM >>>

Hello,
MTC's 2035 website has a comprehensive list of workshops held and comments gathered. What I don't 
see is any connection between said comments and changes to the plan. Having been a veteran of MTC 
planning efforts before, I've always noticed that while my comments are duly noted, they never actually 
appear to affect any aspect of the plan. Neither do anybody elses' comments at these meetings.
What I am looking for is a list of projects that were added, eliminated, or substantially changed as a 
result of public participation, and a connection identified between these modifications and the public 
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comments that triggered such modification. I'm not looking for projects that were changed because of 
pressure from, say, real-estate developers, SVMA, or other groups that typically do not attend these 
meetings but instead exert their influence in more private settings with MTC commissioners. Can you 
provide such a list? If you cannot, I would seriously challenge the value of these public participation 
forums.
In addition, several months ago I asked MTC for a list of the projects considered "committed" as 
compared to the proposed projects considered "uncommitted". After about a month, I was sent an email 
that directed me to look at your web site. This was unresponsive. What I want is not an 
unmanipulateable PDF file but an EXCEL file (or file easily convertible to spreadsheet format) which lists 
the various projects, how much they cost, which county they occur in, and whether they are considered 
"committed" or "uncommited" (that is, are they part of the $191 billion which MTC has effectively taken 
off the table and is therefore apparently not subject to any public criticism or modification?). I need this 
information in order to be able to better characterize the various projects, to help me understand which 
projects are "committed", and for explanation of such issues to other people.
Thank you,
Roderick Llewellyn
415-437-4718
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Transportation 2035: Committed Projects

As of July 21, 2008 Page  1 of 

County RTPID Project/Program

Escalated 
Project Cost 
(milllions $)

Existing 
Funds 

(millions $)

# of Goals 
Strongly 

Supported 
Alameda 21132Extend BART from Fremont to Warm Springs $ 890.0 $ 890.0 4

Alameda 230088
Extend the existing northbound I-880 HOV lane 
from north of Hacienda Avenue to Hegenberger $ 167.5 $ 167.5 1

Alameda 22013
Construct I-580 eastbound truck climbing lane at 
the Altamont Summit $ 77.1 $ 77.1 1

Alameda 21465
Enhance transit throughout the region using 
transit center development funds $ 4.8 $ 4.8 4

Alameda 94012

Serves as Phase 1 of the Union City BART 
Station transit-oriented development project 
(Phase 1 includes constructing a pedestrian grade 
separations under the BART and UPRR tracks 
and reconfiguring the existing station to provide a 
new multi-modal Loop Roa $ 40.0 $ 40.0 3

Alameda 230156
Extend West Jack London Boulevard from west of 
Isabel/Route 84 to El Charro Road $ 18.7 $ 18.7 1

Alameda 230157
Construct a two lane gap closure on Las Positas 
Road from Arroyo Vista to west of Vasco Road $ 7.3 $ 7.3 1

Alameda 22991

Widen I-680 southbound in Santa Clara and 
Alameda Counties from Route 237 to Route 84 
including an HOV/HOT lane, ramp metering, 
auxiliary lanes at select locations, and pavement 
rehabilitation $ 242.5 $ 242.5 1

Alameda 230160

Implement enhanced rapid bus service in 
Livermore and Dublin (includes higher 
frequencies, new stops, and improved stop 
amenities) $ 14.1 $ 14.1 4

Alameda 21105

Construct new partial cloverleaf interchange at the 
extension of Isabel Ave (SR 84) to I-580. Phase 1 
will construct a 4-lane Isabel Ave over I-580 and 2-
lane extension north.  The partial interchange at I-
580/Portola Ave. will be replaced with a 2-lane f $ 155.9 $ 155.9 1

Alameda 21466

Improve Washington Avenue/Beatrice Street 
interchange through reconstruction and widening 
of on/off-ramps $ 2.5 $ 2.5 1

Alameda 230057

Serves as phase 2 of the I-880/Industrial Parkway 
west interchange reconstruction project.  Includes 
constructing a NB I-880 loop on-ramp and 
modifying the SB on-ramp to include an HOV lane $ 29.2 $ 29.2 1

Alameda 21116
Widen I-580 from Tassajara Road to Greenville 
Road for HOV and auxiliary lanes $ 242.2 $ 242.2 1
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Transportation 2035: Committed Projects

As of July 21, 2008 Page  2 of 

County RTPID Project/Program

Escalated 
Project Cost 
(milllions $)

Existing 
Funds 

(millions $)

# of Goals 
Strongly 

Supported 

Alameda 22779

Serves as Phase 2 of the State Route 262/I-880 
Freeway Interchange Reconstruction and I-880 
Widening Project (Phase 2 includes includes 
grade separation at Warren Avenue and the 
Union Pacific Railroad) $ 56.0 $ 56.0 1

Alameda 22770
Install traffic signal on Grand Avenue at Rose 
Avenue/Arroyo Avenue in Piedmont $ 0.3 $ 0.3 1

Alameda 21101
Reconstruct Stargell Avenue from Webster Street 
to 5th Avenue $ 19.0 $ 19.0 1

Alameda 21472

Improve I-680/Bernal Avenue interchange, 
includes removing SB loop off-ramp and installing 
a SB loop on-ramp along with new SB diagonal off-
ramp and widening of the diagonal NB on-ramp, 
widening Bernal to 3 lanes in each direction. 
These widenings will in $ 17.0 $ 17.0 1

Alameda 230066

Improve I-880/Marina Blvd, including on/off-ramps 
improvements, overcrossing modification, and 
street improvements $ 36.1 $ 36.1 1

Alameda 22777

Reconstruct on/off-ramps on I-580 within Castro 
Valley.  Construct westbound I-580 off-ramp to 
Redwood Road and eastbound I-580 on-ramp 
from Redwood Road, and replace eastbound I-
580 off-ramp to Center Street with an off-ramp to 
Grove Way $ 34.9 $ 34.9 1

Alameda 230054

Construct NB auxiliary lanes on I-880 between 
Industrial Parkway and Alameda Creek, and SB 
lanes between Industrial and Whipple Road $ 21.9 $ 21.9 1

Alameda 230052
Construct auxiliary lanes on I-880 near Winton in 
Hayward $ 36.5 $ 36.5 1

Alameda 21133
Construct new West Dublin/Pleasanton BART 
Station along the I-580 median $ 80.0 $ 80.0 3

Alameda 21114

Construct grade separations at Washington 
Boulevard/Paseo Padre Parkway at the Union 
Pacific railroad tracks and proposed BART 
extension $ 108.6 $ 108.6 1

Alameda 21131

Build a BART-Oakland International Airport 
Automated Guideway Transit (AGT) system 
running on an exclusive right-of-way along 
Hegenberger Road $ 459.0 $ 459.0 4

Alameda 21126
Construct westbound SR84 HOV on-ramp at 
Newark Boulevard $ 12.5 $ 12.5 1

Alameda 94514
Reconstruct I-880/Route 92 interchange with 
direct connectors $ 245.0 $ 245.0 1

Alameda 230094

Construct soundwalls in Central Alameda County 
at locations that are not associated with a specific 
LATIP project $ 10.3 $ 10.3 1
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Transportation 2035: Committed Projects

As of July 21, 2008 Page  3 of 

County RTPID Project/Program

Escalated 
Project Cost 
(milllions $)

Existing 
Funds 

(millions $)

# of Goals 
Strongly 

Supported 

Alameda 230091

Install traffic monitoring systems, signal priority for 
emergency vehicles and buses, ramp metering, 
ramp metering stations and carpool bypass lanes, 
and integration of arterial signals in Central 
Alameda County $ 33.5 $ 33.5 2

Alameda 230083

Acquire right-of-way along I-580 from Hacienda 
Drive to the Vasco Road Interchange to 
accommodate rail transit $ 123.5 $ 123.5 4

Alameda 21125

Extend HOV lane westbound on Route 84 
between Newark Avenue undercrossing and just 
west of the I-880 interchange $ 11.4 $ 11.4 1

Alameda 94030

Reconstruct I-880/Route 262 interchange and 
widen I-880 from Route 262 (Mission Boulevard) 
to the Santa Clara County line from 8 lanes to 10 
lanes (8 mixed-flow and 2 HOV lanes) $ 186.8 $ 186.8 1

Alameda 22511
Provide ferry service between Berkeley/Albany 
and San Francisco $ 56.6 $ 56.6 4

Alameda 22100

Replace the existing overcrossing structure at the 
I-880/Davis Street interchange with a new 
structure, provide higher clearance for I-880 traffic 
and additional travel lanes on Davis St.  Also, 
includes ramp, intersection and signal 
improvements $ 24.4 $ 24.4 1

Alameda 22106
Construct street extensions in Hayward near 
Clawiter and Whitesell Streets $ 26.9 $ 26.9 1

Alameda 21456
Construct auxiliary lanes on I-580 between Santa 
Rita Road/Tassajara Road and Airway Boulevard $ 5.5 $ 5.5 1

Alameda 21093

Upgrade the existing SR92/Clawiter Road 
interchange, add ramps and an overcrossing for 
the Whitesell Street extension and signalize ramp 
intersections $ 58.3 $ 58.3 1

Alameda 22063

Improve Route 238 corridor near Foothill 
Boulevard/I-581 by removing parking during peak 
periods and spot widening $ 116.0 $ 116.0 1

Alameda 22062
Construct infrastructure to support future Irvington 
BART Station $ 2.6 $ 2.6 4

Alameda 22056

Improve Ashby BART Station to support Ed 
Roberts Campus and future transit-oriented 
development $ 43.5 $ 43.5 1

Alameda 22087Reconstruct I-880/Oak Street on-ramp $ 26.7 $ 26.7 1

Alameda 22509

Provide ferry service between Alameda/Oakland 
and San Francisco and between Harbor Bay and 
San Francisco $ 21.5 $ 12.0 4

Alameda 21489
Improve I-580/San Ramon Road/Foothill Road 
interchange $ 2.1 $ 2.1 1
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Transportation 2035: Committed Projects

As of July 21, 2008 Page  4 of 

County RTPID Project/Program

Escalated 
Project Cost 
(milllions $)

Existing 
Funds 

(millions $)

# of Goals 
Strongly 

Supported 

Alameda 21484
Widen Kato Road from Warren Avenue to Milmont 
Drive to include bicycle lanes $ 5.4 $ 5.4 1

Alameda 21455

Widen I-238 to 6 lanes between I-580 and I-880, 
including auxiliary lanes on I-880 between I-238 
and A Street $ 122.6 $ 122.6 1

Alameda 22670

Construct HOV lane for southbound I-880 from 
Hegenberger Road to Marina Boulevard (includes 
reconstrucing bridges at Davis Street and Marina 
Boulevard) $ 119.4 $ 119.4 1

Alameda 21464

Provide paratransit service for AC Transit, BART 
and non-mandated city programs, and to 
coordinate and close paratransit service gaps $ 154.6 $ 154.6 1

Alameda 230630
Construct WB off-ramp to connect I-580 to 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station $ 30.0 $ 30.0 1

Alameda 22002
Extend HOV lane northbound on I-880 from 
Maritime to the Bay Bridge toll plaza $ 19.0 $ 19.0 1

Alameda 21482

Extend Fremont Boulevard to connect with Dixon 
Landing Road in Milpitas and include bicycle 
lanes $ 8.9 $ 8.9 1

Alameda 21460

Construct bicycle/pedestrian roadway in existing 
Alameda County and Southern Pacific right-of-
way between the Dublin BART station and 
Dougherty Road.  Construct a bus lane on 
Dougherty Road $ 11.4 $ 11.4 3

Alameda 21473

Construct a 4-lane arterial connecting Dublin 
Boulevard and North Canyons Parkway in 
Livermore $ 11.1 $ 11.1 1

Alameda 22007
Implement bicycle and pedestrian 
projects/programs in Alameda County $ 305.5 $ 305.5 3

Alameda 22082

Improve 7th Street/Union Pacific Railroad entry at 
Port of Oakland intermodal yards to include grade 
separation $ 372.0 $ 372.0 1

Alameda 22089

Improve Martinez Subdivision to include two 
additional mainline tracks for expanded freight rail 
capacity, including numerous crossovers and 
additional signaling $ 215.0 $ 215.0 1

Alameda 22760

Relocate the Outer Harbor Intermodal Terminal 
(OHIT) to the former Oakland Army Base 
(includes rail yard, storage tracks, lead tracks, 
truck gates and an administrative/operations and 
maintenance buildings) $ 184.7 $ 184.7 1

Alameda 98139

Phase 1 right-of-way acquisition for the ACE 
Service between Stockton and Niles Junction and 
complete track improvements between San 
Joaquin County and Alameda County and expand 
Alameda County station platforms to 
accommodate six-car train sets $ 150.0 $ 75.0 4

#50



(3/5/2009) MTC info - T2035 COMMITTED PROJECTS.xls Page 5

Transportation 2035: Committed Projects

As of July 21, 2008 Page  5 of 

County RTPID Project/Program

Escalated 
Project Cost 
(milllions $)

Existing 
Funds 

(millions $)

# of Goals 
Strongly 

Supported 

Alameda 230652

Widen I-580 in both directions for HOV lanes 
between Greenville Road to Santa Rita Road 
(includes HOV direct connectors from westbound I-
580 to southbound I-680 and northbound I-680 to 
eastbound I-580) $ 308.4 $ 308.4 1

Alameda 22769

Improve the northbound I-880 ramp geometries at 
23rd and 29th Avenues, including modifications to 
local streets, landscaping, and soundwall 
construction $ 96.9 $ 96.9 1

Contra Costa 230196

Implement AC Transit San Pablo Dam Road 
Transit Priority Measures (TPM), including 
passenger safety improvements and road 
improvements to increase bus speeds $ 12.2 $ 12.2 4

Contra Costa 230202
Widen Route 4 Bypass to 4 lanes from Laurel 
Road to Sand Creek Road $ 42.4 $ 42.4 1

Contra Costa 22365Improve Martinez Ferry landside facilities $ 5.3 $ 5.3 4

Contra Costa 230203
Construct Route 4 Bypass interchange at Sand 
Creek Road $ 40.4 $ 40.4 1

Contra Costa 230193

Enhance AC Transit Zero Emission Bus (ZEB) 
program, including fueling stations and new 
maintenance bays $ 8.1 $ 8.1 1

Contra Costa 22122
Implement Richmond Ferry service from 
Richmond to San Francisco $ 62.6 $ 16.4 4

Contra Costa 22603
Construct 680-space parking garage at Richmond 
Intermodal Transfer Station $ 29.9 $ 29.9 3

Contra Costa 94532

Implement the Gateway Lamorinda Traffic 
Program (includes carpool lot in Lafayette, 
structural and safety improvements on Moraga 
Road, intersection realignments, turn lanes, 
pedestrian accommodation, and signal 
coordination) $ 15.9 $ 15.9 1

Contra Costa 98136
Construct East Branch as 4 lanes from Bollinger 
Canyon Road extension to Windermere Parkway $ 14.9 $ 14.9 1

Contra Costa 98115

Widen Ygnacio Valley/Kirker Pass Roads from 4 
lanes to 6 lanes from Michigan Boulevard to 
Cowell Road $ 8.2 $ 8.2 1

Contra Costa 98142

Widen Route 4 from Loveridge Road to 
Somersville Road from 4 lanes to 8 lanes, with 
HOV lanes $ 156.7 $ 156.7 1

Contra Costa 98126

Improve interchanges and parallel arterials to I-
680 and Route 24 (projects to be determined 
based on future analysis) $ 21.5 $ 21.5 1

Contra Costa 22609
Widen and extend major streets, and improve 
interchanges in central Contra Costa County $ 21.5 $ 21.5 1

Contra Costa 22610
Widen and extend major streets, and improve 
interchanges in west Contra Costa County $ 21.5 $ 21.5 1

Contra Costa 22611
Implement a low-income student bus pass 
program in West County $ 36.9 $ 36.9 1
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Transportation 2035: Committed Projects

As of July 21, 2008 Page  6 of 

County RTPID Project/Program

Escalated 
Project Cost 
(milllions $)

Existing 
Funds 

(millions $)

# of Goals 
Strongly 

Supported 

Contra Costa 22613

Widen and extend major streets, and improve 
interchanges in southwest Contra Costa County 
(includes widening Camino Tassajara to 4 lanes 
beetween Danville and Windemere Parkway, and 
to 6 lanes between Windermere Parkway to 
Alameda County line) $ 21.9 $ 21.9 1

Contra Costa 22637
Construct BART crossover at Pleasant Hill BART 
Station $ 25.0 $ 25.0 4

Contra Costa 94538
Implement the Route 4 transportation 
management system $ 1.1 $ 1.1 2

Contra Costa 94046
Improve interchanges and parallel arterials to 
Route 4 $ 21.5 $ 21.5 1

Contra Costa 98135

Construct Windermere Parkway as 4 lanes from 
Bollinger Canyon Road extension to Camino 
Tassajara $ 14.9 $ 14.9 1

Contra Costa 230320

Extend the Interstate 680 southbound high-
occupancy vehicle lane northward 1 mile from 
Livorna Road to north of Rudgear Road $ 3.1 $ 3.1 1

Contra Costa 98132
Widen and extend Bollinger Canyon Road to 6 
lanes from Alcosta Boulevard to Dougherty Road $ 4.7 $ 4.7 1

Contra Costa 230206
Construct Route 4 Bypass interchange at Balfour 
Road (Phase 1) $ 46.1 $ 46.1 1

Contra Costa 22607
Widen and extend major streets, and improve 
interchanges in east Contra Costa County $ 21.5 $ 21.5 1

Contra Costa 94048
Improve interchanges and parallel arterials to I-80 
(specific projects to be determined) $ 21.5 $ 21.5 1

Contra Costa 22402
Implement the San Ramon School Bus Program, 
and continue the Lamorinda School Bus Program $ 168.2 $ 168.2 1

Contra Costa 22600
Widen Somersville Road Bridge in Antioch from 2 
lanes to 4 lanes $ 2.2 $ 2.2 1

Contra Costa 94045

Purchase new express buses for I-80 HOV 
service to be provided by AC Transit, Vallejo 
Transit, and WestCAT (capital costs) $ 17.5 $ 17.5 4

Contra Costa 22353
Construct HOV lane on I-680 southbound 
between North Main Street and Livorna $ 46.7 $ 46.7 1

Contra Costa 230402

Install new or upgraded corridor management and 
traveler information elements along the Interstate 
80 corridor from the Carquinez Bridge to the San 
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge Toll Plaza $ 67.0 $ 67.0 2

Contra Costa 230288

Widen Empire Avenue from 2 to 4 lanes between 
Lone Tree Way and Union Pacific Railroad right of 
way/Antioch city limits $ 2.1 $ 2.1 1

Contra Costa 230233
Extend James Donlon Boulevard to Kirker Pass 
Road by constructing a new 2-lane expressway $ 35.0 $ 35.0 1

Contra Costa 230236
Widen Pittsburg-Antioch Highway from 2 lanes to 
4 lanes with turning lanes $ 19.9 $ 19.9 1

Contra Costa 230238
Widen California Avenue from 2 lanes to 4 lanes 
with two wide left turn lanes $ 16.0 $ 16.0 1
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Contra Costa 230239

Widen and improve Buskirk Avenue between 
Monument Boulevard and Hookston Road to 
provide 2 through-lanes in each direction 
(includes road realignment, new traffic signals, 
and bicycle/pedestrian streetscape improvements) $ 10.6 $ 10.6 1

Contra Costa 230249

Construct a 6-lane grade separation 
undercrossing along the Union Pacific Line at 
Lone Tree Way. $ 26.6 $ 26.6 1

Contra Costa 230250
Widen Brentwood Boulevard from 2 lanes to 4 
lanes between Sunset Court and Lone Tree Way $ 23.5 $ 23.5 1

Contra Costa 230253

Replace the old 2-lane Fitzuren Road with a new, 
4-lane divided arterial, including shoulders, bicycle 
lanes, a park-and-ride lot and sidewalks $ 10.0 $ 10.0 1

Contra Costa 98134
Widen Dougherty Road to 6 lanes from Red 
Willow to Contra Costa County line $ 47.8 $ 47.8 1

Contra Costa 230293

Add transit stops, sidewalks, along with bicycle 
and pedestrian amenities on San Pablo Dam 
Road in El Sobrante $ 7.3 $ 7.3 1

Contra Costa 21214
Widen Wilbur Avenue over Burlington Northern 
Santa Fe Railroad from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $ 15.7 $ 15.7 1

Contra Costa 230397

Construct and develop infrastructure 
enhancements to improve operations of transit 
service within the WestCAT service area, 
including Park-and-Ride lots, signal prioritization, 
bus-only lanes and freeway drop ramps $ 12.4 $ 12.4 4

Contra Costa 21211

Extend BART/East Contra Costa Rail (eBART) 
eastward from the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART 
station into eastern Contra Costa County $ 525.0 $ 525.0 4

Contra Costa 230188
Purchase land in Oakley for use as a park-and-
ride lot $ 1.2 $ 1.2 1

Contra Costa 21207

Construct Martinez Intermodal Station (Phase 3 
initial segment) including site acquisition, 
demolition and construction of 200 interim parking 
spaces $ 12.0 $ 12.0 3

Contra Costa 230631
Double the existing rail track between Oakley and 
Port Chicago $ 28.1 $ 28.1 1

Contra Costa 230613
Implement ferry service between Hercules and 
San Francisco $ 59.3 $ 16.0 4

Contra Costa 21225

Improve regional and local pedestrian and bicycle 
system, including constructing overcrossings, 
expanding sidewalks, and expanding facilities $ 22.2 $ 22.2 3

Contra Costa 230542

Close a bicycle/pedestrian gap on San Pablo 
Avenue by upgrading the existing bridge or 
constructing new dedicated bicycle/pedestrian 
bridge $ 0.9 $ 0.9 3
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Contra Costa 230538
Widen Bailey Road to 12-ft lanes and 4-ft 
shoulders. $ 5.7 $ 5.7 1

Contra Costa 230596

Construct Pacheco Boulevard Transit Hub on 
Blum Road at the Interstate 680/State Route 4 
Interchange, including 6 bus bays and 110 park-
and-ride spaces. $ 2.7 $ 2.7 3

Contra Costa 21206
Construct a fourth bore at the Caldecott Tunnel 
complex north of the three existing bores $ 445.9 $ 445.9 1

Contra Costa 230401

Construct bicycle- and pedestrian-friendly 
improvements along San Pablo Avenue from El 
Cerrito to Crockett to support transit-oriented 
development $ 6.8 $ 6.8 2

Contra Costa 230535
Realign curves along Marsh Creek Road to 
improve safety and operations $ 4.6 $ 4.6 1

Contra Costa 21208

Construct Richmond Parkway Transit Center, 
including signal timing and reconfiguration, 
parking facility and security improvements $ 30.5 $ 30.5 3

Contra Costa 21209

Relocate and expand Hercules Transit Center, 
including relocation of park-and-ride facility and 
construction of express bus facilities $ 13.0 $ 13.0 3

Contra Costa 21210Construct Capitol Corridor train station in Hercules $ 32.5 $ 32.5 3

Contra Costa 230597

Install new or upgraded corridor management and 
real-time traveler information improvements along 
(1) Interstate 80 and (2) key arterial routes 
between the Carquinez Bridge to the San 
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge Toll Plaza. $ 26.5 $ 26.5 2

Contra Costa 230274
Widen Main Street to 6 lanes from State Route 
160 to Big Break Road $ 12.6 $ 12.6 1

Contra Costa 230505

Provide transportation improvements on the east 
side of the Richmond BART station to 
accommodate redevelopment for a transit village. $ 16.1 $ 16.1 2

Contra Costa 98157
Enhance AC Transit bus service in San Pablo 
corridor. $ 12.9 $ 12.9 4

Contra Costa 230194

Implement AC Transit Environmental 
Sustainability Program to address environmental 
issues associated with bus transit operation $ 6.6 $ 6.6 1

Contra Costa 230195

Improve safety and security on AC Transit 
vehicles and in facilities, including installing 
surveillance systems and emergency operations 
improvements $ 4.5 $ 4.5 4

Contra Costa 230205
Widen Route 4 Bypass to 4 lanes from Sand 
Creek Road to Balfour Road $ 23.6 $ 23.6 1

Contra Costa 230127
Construct new satellite WestCAT maintenance 
facility (includes land purchase) $ 8.2 $ 8.2 2

Contra Costa 230129
Expand WestCAT service, including purchase of 
vehicles $ 8.8 $ 8.8 4
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Contra Costa 230212

Improve Clayton Road/Treat Boulevard 
intersection to improve operational efficiency and 
increase capacity (includes upgrading traffic 
signal and constructing geometric improvements) $ 2.1 $ 2.1 1

Contra Costa 230227

Conduct engineering, environmental and financial 
feasibility assessment of rail mass transit to 
western Contra Costa County (includes future 
station site acquisition) $ 2.9 $ 2.9 4

Contra Costa 98193
Extend Panoramic Drive from North Concord 
BART Station to Willow Pass Road $ 12.9 $ 12.9 1

Contra Costa 98194

Extend Commerce Avenue from current terminus 
to Waterworld Parkway, including construction of 
vehicular bridge over Pine Creek and installation 
of trails and pedestrian bridge, and connect 
Willow Pass Road to Concord Avenue/Route 242 
interchange $ 7.7 $ 7.7 1

Contra Costa 98196

Construct auxiliary lanes on Route 24 from 
Gateway Boulevard to Brookwood Road/Moraga 
Way $ 7.3 $ 7.3 1

Contra Costa 98211
Extend I-80 eastbound HOV lanes from Route 4 
to the Crockett interchange $ 55.5 $ 55.5 1

Contra Costa 98999
Widen Route 4 from Somersville Road to Route 
161 and improve interchanges $ 500.0 $ 500.0 1

Contra Costa 230225

Improve and expand arterial streets in Central 
Hercules for express bus and rail transit facilities 
to support transit-oriented development at I-
80/Route 4 intersection $ 7.7 $ 7.7 1

Marin 230502
Construct westbound I-580 to northbound U.S. 
101 connector $ 20.8 $ 20.8 1

Marin 94563
direction) from Lucky Drive in Corte Madera to 
North San Pedro Road in San Rafael $ 189.8 $ 189.8 1

Marin 230095
Widen Route 1 at Pacific Way to provide a Muir 
Beach bus stop $ 0.2 $ 0.2 4

Marin 230653

Widen U.S. 101 between Old Redwood Highway 
to Rohnert Park Expressway for HOV lanes in 
both directions (Central Phase A) $ 118.3 $ 118.3 1

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 21013

Rehabilitate state-owned toll bridges in the Bay 
Area $ 309.5 $ 309.5 1

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22009

Implement Capitol Corridor intercity rail service 
(track capacity/frequency improvements) $ 108.0 $ 108.0 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 98102

Reconstruct the South Access to the Golden Gate 
Bridge: Doyle Drive (environmental study) $ 25.6 $ 25.6 1

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 21002

Implement the incident management, including 
the Freeway Service Patrol, Call Box, incident 
detection equipment, and incident management 
systems, etc. $ 219.9 $ 1.0 1
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Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22001

Implement Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit 
District (SMART) Commuter Rail project 
(environmental, preliminary engineering, and right-
of-way) $ 109.6 $ 109.6 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 21005Fund and implement TransLink® $ 408.0 $ - 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22244Fund City Carshare $ 4.6 $ 4.6 1

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22513

Implement Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit 
District (SMART) Commuter Rail project 
(construction phase and vehicle procurement) $ 496.7 $ 42.4 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 21320

Construct Golden Gate Bridge Moveable Median 
Barrier $ 26.9 $ 26.9 1

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 21619Expand Caltrain Express service (Phase 2) $ 427.0 $ 69.0 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 21012

Golden Gate Bridge seismic retrofit (completes 
Phases 2 and 3) $ 699.5 $ 523.4 1

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22008

Extend Caltrain to Transbay Terminal/Replace 
Transbay Terminal (Phase 2A--preliminary 
engineering, environmental, PS&E, right-of-way 
phases of Downtown Extension) $ 292.3 $ 292.3 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22245Fund Safe Routes to Transit $ 22.5 $ 22.5 3
Regional/Multipl
e Counties 21015Fund toll bridge seismic retrofit program $ 8,685.0 $ 8,685.0 1

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 21008Fund and implement 511 Traveler Information $ 453.7 $ - 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 21627

Electrify Caltrain from Tamien to San Francisco, 
including installing 10 power substations and 
other infrastructure $ 626.0 $ 544.0 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 94152

Widen SR12 (Jameson Canyon) from 2 lanes to 4 
lanes from I-80 in Solano County to SR29 in Napa 
County (Phase 1) $ 145.7 $ 145.7 1

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 230221

Implement I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility (ICM) 
Project Operations and Management $ 187.8 $ 187.8 2

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 230222

Implement San Pablo Avenue SMART Corridors 
Operations & Management $ 37.6 $ 37.6 2

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 230336

Implement recommendations from MTC's Transit 
Connectivity Study $ 32.8 $ - 4
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Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22243

Fund Regional Measure 2 Express Bus North 
Improvements (includes park and ride lots and 
rolling stock) $ 30.5 $ 30.5 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22520

Implement BART earthquake safety program 
(excludes Phase 1 of transbay tube earthquake 
safety project) $ 714.4 $ 714.4 1

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22241

Fund Regional Measure 2 Studies (Water Transit 
Authority (WTA) environmental studies, I-
680/Pleasant Hill BART Connector Study) $ 6.7 $ 6.7 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22636

Implement BART transbay tube earthquake safety 
improvements (Phase 1) $ 592.6 $ 592.6 1

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 21342

Extend Caltrain to Transbay Terminal/Replace 
Transbay Terminal (Phase 1, which includes the 
construction of the new Transbay Transit Center 
Building and rail foundation) $ 1,189.0 $ 1,189.0 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22003

Capitol Corridor: Phase 2 enhancements, 
including grade separations at High Street, Davis 
Street, and Hesperian Street $ 88.7 $ 88.7 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22006

Improve ferry facilities/equipment including the 
Downtown Ferry Terminal and procuring 
additional spare ferry vessels $ 192.8 $ 192.8 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 22240

Fund Regional Measure 2 Express Bus South 
Improvements (includes park-and-ride lots, HOV 
access improvements, and rolling stock) $ 22.0 $ 22.0 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 21006

Fund and implement Regional Transportation 
Marketing $ 27.5 $ - 1

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 94541

Reconstruct existing Benicia-Martinez Bridge for 
southbound only traffic as part of new Benicia-
Martinez Bridge Project $ 1,272.5 $ 1,272.5 1

San Francisco 230161

Design and implement a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
project on Van Ness Avenue, including dedicated 
transit lanes, signal priority, and pedestrian & 
urban design upgrades $ 87.6 $ 87.6 4

San Francisco 230555

Reconstruct ramps on the east side of the San 
Francisco Bay Bridge's Yerba Buena Island 
Tunnel $ 183.0 $ 183.0 1

San Francisco 94632
Extend Third Street Light Rail from Fourth and 
King Streets to Bayshore Caltrain Station $ 649.0 $ 649.0 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 94089

Reconstruct south access to the Golden Gate 
Bridge, from Doyle Drive to Broderick Street 
(includes Route 1/U.S. 101 interchange 
improvements) $ 1,010.0 $ 1,010.0 1
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Regional/Multipl
e Counties 230290

Extend Caltrain to Transbay Terminal/Replace 
Transbay Terminal (Phase 2B, CON phase of 
Downtown Extension) $ 656.9 $ 656.9 4

Regional/Multipl
e Counties 230610

Complete Regional HOT Network - convert  
existing HOV and close remaining gaps with tolls $ 3,700.0 $ 3,700.0 2

San Francisco 21510

Extend the Third Street Light Rail line from north 
of King Street to Clay Street in Chinatown via a 
new Central Subway, including the purchase of 
four light rail vehicles $ 1,290.0 $ 1,290.0 4

San Mateo 22615

Improve station facilities and other rail 
improvements in Redwood City, Menlo Park and 
East Palo Alto in conjunction with the Dumbarton 
Rail Corridor $ 39.3 $ 39.3 4

San Mateo 230592

Improve streetscape and traffic calming along Bay 
Road, and construct new northern access 
connection between Demeter Street and 
University Avenue $ 14.8 $ 14.8 1

San Mateo 98176

Construct auxiliary lanes on U.S. 101 from 3rd 
Avenue to Millbrae and reconstruct U.S. 
101/Peninsula interchange $ 188.2 $ 188.2 1

San Mateo 22125
Operate ferry service from South San Francisco to 
San Francisco $ 48.8 $ 48.8 4

San Mateo 230428
Extend Blomquist Street over Redwood Creek to 
East Bayshore and Bair Island Road $ 5.2 $ 5.2 1

San Mateo 22726
Implement ferry service between South San 
Francisco and Alameda/Oakland $ 51.2 $ 51.2 4

San Mateo 21606Reconstruct U.S. 101/Willow Road interchange $ 53.8 $ 53.8 1

San Mateo 21608

Construct auxiliary lanes (one in each direction) 
on U.S. 101 from Marsh Road to Embarcadero 
Road $ 119.9 $ 119.9 1

San Mateo 230417

Modify U.S. 101/Holly Street interchange (involves 
widening eastbound to northbound loop to 2 lanes 
and eliminating northbound to westbound loop) $ 3.2 $ 3.2 1

San Mateo 94667

SamTrans American with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
paratransit services (includes operating support 
and purchase of new paratransit vehicles) $ 491.8 $ 491.8 1

San Mateo 94656
Construct Devil's Slide Bypass between Montara 
and Pacifica $ 362.6 $ 362.6 1

San Mateo 94643

Widen Route 92 from Half Moon Bay City limits 
and Route 1 (includes adding left turn lanes, 
signal modifications, shoulders, and bicycle lanes) $ 29.9 $ 29.9 1

San Mateo 22120Construct ferry terminal at Redwood City $ 15.0 $ 15.0 1

Santa Clara 21790

Provide VTA´s share of funds for additional train 
sets, passenger facilities, and service upgrades 
for the ACE service from San Joaquin and 
Alameda Counties $ 26.9 $ 26.9 4
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Santa Clara 21787
Expand the Palo Alto Caltrain Station and Bus 
Transit Center $ 305.9 $ 305.9 3

Santa Clara 21923
Implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on El 
Camino, from Diridon to Palo Alto $ 233.4 $ 233.4 4

Santa Clara 230531

Construct HOV and auxiliary lanes on US 101 in 
Mountain View and Palo Alto, from SR 85 to 
Embarcadero Road $ 113.1 $ 113.1 1

Santa Clara 22956

Extend the Capitol Avenue light rail line 2.6 miles 
from the Alum Rock Transit Center to a rebuilt 
Eastridge Transit Center $ 334.0 $ 334.0 4

Santa Clara 230339
Convert HOV queue jump lanes along Central at 
Bowers to general purpose lanes $ 0.1 $ 0.1 1

Santa Clara 230356

Construct interchange at intersection of Lawrence 
Expressway and Arques Avenue with square 
loops on Kern and Titan $ 49.2 $ 49.2 1

Santa Clara 230267

Widen Montague Expressway to 8 lanes between 
Lick Mill and Trade Zone; and widen Guadalupe 
River Bridge and Penitencia Creek Bridge.  The 
new lanes will be operated as HOV lanes. $ 13.5 $ 13.5 1

Santa Clara 230269
Construct a new fly-over interchange at Trimble 
and Montague Expressway $ 36.1 $ 36.1 1

Santa Clara 230456
Widen Zanker Road from 4 to 6 lanes to support 
traffic circulation in the North San Jose area $ 56.5 $ 56.5 1

Santa Clara 230363

Construct partial clover interchange at I-880 and 
Montague Expressway, including improvements 
on Montague $ 12.9 $ 12.9 1

Santa Clara 230551

Implement the Zero Emissions Bus (ZEB) 
program to achieve zero emissions from transit 
vehicles in compliance with state rules $ 23.7 $ 23.7 1

Santa Clara 98119
Extend light rail transit from Winchester Station to 
Route 85 (Vasona Junction) $ 285.5 $ 285.5 4

Santa Clara 230595

Implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on Stevens 
Creek Boulevard from Diridon Station to DeAnza 
College $ 143.2 $ 143.2 4

Santa Clara 230532Improve the SR 237/North 1st St interchange $ 2.1 $ 2.1 1
Santa Clara 230534Electrify Caltrain line from Tamien to Gilroy $ 140.8 $ 140.8 4

Santa Clara 230454
Construct bike overcrossing at Blossom 
Hill/Monterey Highway area over UPRR tracks $ 10.5 $ 10.5 3

Santa Clara 230471
Widen intersections and improve sidewalks 
throughout the City of Sunnyvale $ 17.4 $ 17.4 1

Santa Clara 230547
Implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on Monterey 
Highway $ 96.6 $ 96.6 4

Santa Clara 230554
Implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) between 
Sunnyvale and Cupertino $ 84.6 $ 84.6 4

Santa Clara 230574Improve the SR 85/Cottle Road interchange $ 5.3 $ 5.3 1
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Santa Clara 230641
Implement bicycle and pedestrian improvements 
in North San Jose $ 34.5 $ 34.5 3

Santa Clara 230644
Implement miscellaneous intersection 
improvements in North San Jose $ 30.3 $ 30.3 1

Santa Clara 230552
Install and modify VTA facilities to support the 
Zero Emissions Bus (ZEB) program $ 95.0 $ 95.0 1

Santa Clara 21921

Extend BART from Fremont  to San Jose 
(includes environmental documentation, 
preliminary engineering, property acquisition, and 
construction) $ 6,133.0 $ 6,133.0 4

Santa Clara 22134

Construct a lane on southbound U.S. 101 using 
the existing median from south of Story Road to 
Yerba Buena Road; modify the US 101/Tully Road 
interchange to a partial cloverleaf $ 69.8 $ 69.8 1

Santa Clara 22839

Convert the HOV lane on Central Expressway 
between San Tomas and De La Cruz to a general 
purpose lane $ 0.1 $ 0.1 1

Santa Clara 22014
Implement Downtown East Valley: Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) and Light Rail Phase 1 and 3 $ 132.0 $ 132.0 4

Santa Clara 22944

Widen I-880 for HOV lanes in both directions 
between Route 237 in Milpitas to U.S. 101 in San 
Jose $ 105.0 $ 105.0 1

Santa Clara 230645
Implement improvements to the North First Street 
Core Area grid $ 63.8 $ 63.8 1

Santa Clara 94117

Improve bus stop accessibility system-wide. 
Design and construct transit centers and park & 
ride lots at the following locations: De Anza 
College, Vasona Junction and downtown Los 
Gatos. Plan for additional transit center and park 
and ride lot development $ 75.0 $ 75.0 3

Santa Clara 22019

Convert Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) to light rail 
transit in the Santa Clara-Alum Rock corridor 
(Downtown East Valley Phase II) $ 326.7 $ 326.7 4

Santa Clara 230294

Conduct environmental and design to widen and 
create new alignment for Route 152 (from Route 
156 to U.S. 101) to improve trade corridor from 
Route 99 to U.S. 101 $ 80.0 $ 80.0 1

Santa Clara 98140

Widen I-680 between Route 84 to Route 237 from 
six to eight lanes to add HOV lanes in each 
direction $ 21.0 $ 21.0 1

Solano 22634
Construct an adjacent 200-space at grade parking 
lot at the Vacaville intermodal station (Phase 1) $ 12.9 $ 12.9 3

Solano 230311

Widen and improve Peterson Road with an 
addition of a truck stacking lane to accommodate 
trucks waiting to enter Travis Air Force Base 
(involves drainage improvements) $ 2.6 $ 2.6 1
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Solano 230322

Rebuild and relocate eastbound Cordelia Truck 
Scales Facility  (involves building a 4-lane bridge 
across Suisun Creek and constructing braided 
ramps from the truck scales over EB SR 12 onto 
EB I-80) $ 100.9 $ 100.9 1

Solano 22633

Widen Azuar Dr/Cedar Ave from P Street to 
Residential Parkway from 2 to 4 lanes (includes 
bike lanes, railroad signals, and rehabilitation 
improvements) $ 11.7 $ 11.7 1

Solano 22632Widen American Canyon Road overpass at I-80 $ 10.7 $ 10.7 1

Solano 22631
Construct Route 12 westbound truck climbing lane 
at Red Top Road $ 13.2 $ 13.2 1

Solano 22630
Improve Parkway Boulevard overcrossing over 
Union Pacific RailRoad tracks $ 12.4 $ 12.4 1

Solano 230650

Widen I-80 from Red Top Road to Airbase 
Parkway to add HOV lanes in both directions and 
widen the median (also includes pavement 
rehabilitation and ramp metering) $ 94.9 $ 94.9 1

Sonoma 21902

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lanes from Pepper Road 
to Rohnert Park Expressway in Sonoma County 
(Central Phase A) $ 118.0 $ 118.0 1

Sonoma 98183
Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lanes between Steele 
Lane and Windsor River Road (Phase A) $ 123.9 $ 123.9 1

Sonoma 22655

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lanes (one in each 
direction) from Rohnert Park Expressway to Santa 
Rosa Avenue (includes interchange 
improvements and ramp metering) $ 96.0 $ 96.0 1

Sonoma 21884
Construct Petaluma crosstown 
connector/interchange $ 61.7 $ 61.7 1

Sonoma 21070

Realign Route 116 (Stage Gulch Road) along 
Champlin Creek for safer curves and widen 
remaining segments to accommodate pedestrians 
and bicyclists $ 39.1 $ 39.1 1

Sonoma 22652
Rehabilitate pavement on U.S. 101 from Steele 
Lane to Grant overhead in Healdsburg $ 18.9 $ 18.9 2

Sonoma 22656

Improve U.S. 101/East Washington Street 
interchange improvements (includes new 
northbound on-ramp, improvements to 
southbound on-ramp) $ 23.7 $ 23.7 1

Sonoma 21908
Study the environmental impacts of a future Port 
Sonoma ferry service and facility $ 20.0 $ 20.0 4
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County RTPID Project/Program
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Project Status 
(PLAN, ENV, 
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Funds

Alameda 21132Extend BART from Fremont to Warm Springs $ 890.0 $ 890.0 4 DSN/ROW $ 221.0 $ 100.0 $ 348.0

Alameda 21618
Implement commuter rail service on the 
Dumbarton Bridge $ 596.0 $ 301.0 4 ENV $ 112.5 $ 135.0

Alameda 21131

Build a BART-Oakland International Airport 
Automated Guideway Transit (AGT) system 
running on an exclusive right-of-way along 
Hegenberger Road $ 459.0 $ 459.0 4 DSN $ 99.0 $ 25.0 $ 335.0

Alameda 22082

Improve 7th Street/Union Pacific Railroad entry 
at Port of Oakland intermodal yards to include 
grade separation $ 372.0 $ 372.0 1 ENV $ 175.0 $ 197.0

Alameda 22007
Implement bicycle and pedestrian 
projects/programs in Alameda County $ 305.5 $ 305.5 3 CONST $ 100.0

Alameda 230652

Widen I-580 in both directions for HOV lanes 
between Greenville Road to Santa Rita Road 
(includes HOV direct connectors from westbound 
I-580 to southbound I-680 and northbound I-680 
to eastbound I-580) $ 308.4 $ 308.4 1 CONST $ 174.0 $ 15.6 $ 49.1

Alameda 22455

Implement Bus Rapid Transit service on the 
Telegraph Avenue/International Boulevard/E. 
14th Street corridor $ 250.0 $ 250.0 4 ENV $ 24.0 $ 65.0

Alameda 94514
Reconstruct I-880/Route 92 interchange with 
direct connectors $ 245.0 $ 245.0 1 CONST $ 9.6 $ 235.4

Alameda 22991

Widen I-680 southbound in Santa Clara and 
Alameda Counties from Route 237 to Route 84 
including an HOV/HOT lane, ramp metering, 
auxiliary lanes at select locations, and pavement 
rehabilitation $ 242.5 $ 242.5 1 CONST $ 8.0 $ 57.0 $ 78.3

Alameda 21116
Widen I-580 from Tassajara Road to Greenville 
Road for HOV and auxiliary lanes $ 242.2 $ 242.2 1 CONST $ 49.6 $ 72.7

Alameda 22089

Improve Martinez Subdivision to include two 
additional mainline tracks for expanded freight 
rail capacity, including numerous crossovers and 
additional signaling $ 215.0 $ 215.0 1 ENV $ 71.5 $ 107.0

Alameda 94030

Reconstruct I-880/Route 262 interchange and 
widen I-880 from Route 262 (Mission Boulevard) 
to the Santa Clara County line from 8 lanes to 10 
lanes (8 mixed-flow and 2 HOV lanes) $ 186.8 $ 186.8 1 CONST $ 186.8

Alameda 22760

Relocate the Outer Harbor Intermodal Terminal 
(OHIT) to the former Oakland Army Base 
(includes rail yard, storage tracks, lead tracks, 
truck gates and an administrative/operations and 
maintenance buildings) $ 184.7 $ 184.7 1 DSN $ 110.0 $ 74.7
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Alameda 230088
Extend the existing northbound I-880 HOV lane 
from north of Hacienda Avenue to Hegenberger $ 167.5 $ 167.5 1 PLAN $ 25.1 $ 68.0 $ 11.3 $ 63.1

Alameda 21105

Construct new partial cloverleaf interchange at 
the extension of Isabel Ave (SR 84) to I-580. 
Phase 1 will construct a 4-lane Isabel Ave over I-
580 and 2-lane extension north.  The partial 
interchange at I-580/Portola Ave. will be replaced 
with a 2-lane f $ 155.9 $ 155.9 1 ROW $ 155.9

Alameda 21464

Provide paratransit service for AC Transit, BART 
and non-mandated city programs, and to 
coordinate and close paratransit service gaps $ 154.6 $ 154.6 1 CONST $ 154.6

Alameda 98139

Phase 1 right-of-way acquisition for the ACE 
Service between Stockton and Niles Junction 
and complete track improvements between San 
Joaquin County and Alameda County and 
expand Alameda County station platforms to 
accommodate six-car train sets $ 150.0 $ 75.0 4 ENV $ 67.0 $ 5.0

Alameda 230083

Acquire right-of-way along I-580 from Hacienda 
Drive to the Vasco Road Interchange to 
accommodate rail transit $ 123.5 $ 123.5 4 ENV $ 95.0 $ 21.0

Alameda 21455

Widen I-238 to 6 lanes between I-580 and I-880, 
including auxiliary lanes on I-880 between I-238 
and A Street $ 122.6 $ 122.6 1 CONST $ 75.6

Alameda 22670

Construct HOV lane for southbound I-880 from 
Hegenberger Road to Marina Boulevard 
(includes reconstrucing bridges at Davis Street 
and Marina Boulevard) $ 119.4 $ 119.4 1 DSN $ 94.6 $ 24.8

Alameda 22063

Improve Route 238 corridor near Foothill 
Boulevard/I-581 by removing parking during 
peak periods and spot widening $ 116.0 $ 116.0 1 ROW $ 81.0 $ 35.0

Alameda 21114

Construct grade separations at Washington 
Boulevard/Paseo Padre Parkway at the Union 
Pacific railroad tracks and proposed BART 
extension $ 108.6 $ 108.6 1 CONST $ 108.6

Alameda 22769

Improve the northbound I-880 ramp geometries 
at 23rd and 29th Avenues, including 
modifications to local streets, landscaping, and 
soundwall construction $ 96.9 $ 96.9 1 ENV $ 73.0 $ 1.9 $ 10.0

Alameda 21133
Construct new West Dublin/Pleasanton BART 
Station along the I-580 median $ 80.0 $ 80.0 3 CONST $ 80.0

Alameda 22013
Construct I-580 eastbound truck climbing lane at 
the Altamont Summit $ 77.1 $ 77.1 1 ENV $ 64.3
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Alameda 21093

Upgrade the existing SR92/Clawiter Road 
interchange, add ramps and an overcrossing for 
the Whitesell Street extension and signalize 
ramp intersections $ 58.3 $ 58.3 1 ENV $ 58.3

Alameda 22511
Provide ferry service between Berkeley/Albany 
and San Francisco $ 56.6 $ 56.6 4 ENV $ 12.0

Alameda 22779

Serves as Phase 2 of the State Route 262/I-880 
Freeway Interchange Reconstruction and I-880 
Widening Project (Phase 2 includes includes 
grade separation at Warren Avenue and the 
Union Pacific Railroad) $ 56.0 $ 56.0 1 DSN $ 20.0 $ 36.0

Contra Costa 21211

Extend BART/East Contra Costa Rail (eBART) 
eastward from the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART 
station into eastern Contra Costa County $ 525.0 $ 525.0 4 ENV $ 175.0 $ - $ - $ 154.0

Contra Costa 98999
Widen Route 4 from Somersville Road to Route 
161 and improve interchanges $ 500.0 $ 500.0 1 DSN $ 151.2 $ 85.0 $ 2.0 $ 190.0

Contra Costa 21206
Construct a fourth bore at the Caldecott Tunnel 
complex north of the three existing bores $ 445.9 $ 445.9 1 DSN $ 141.0 $ 175.0 $ 1.0 $ 50.0

Contra Costa 22402

Implement the San Ramon School Bus Program, 
and continue the Lamorinda School Bus 
Program $ 168.2 $ 168.2 1 CONST $ 74.0 $ 94.2

Contra Costa 98142

Widen Route 4 from Loveridge Road to 
Somersville Road from 4 lanes to 8 lanes, with 
HOV lanes $ 156.7 $ 156.7 1 DSN $ 40.0 $ 29.0 $ 18.2

Contra Costa 22122
Implement Richmond Ferry service from 
Richmond to San Francisco $ 62.6 $ 16.4 4 ENV $ 16.4

Contra Costa 98211
Extend I-80 eastbound HOV lanes from Route 4 
to the Crockett interchange $ 55.5 $ 55.5 1 DSN $ 55.5

Marin 94563

Widen US 101 for HOV lanes (one in each 
direction) from Lucky Drive in Corte Madera to 
North San Pedro Road in San Rafael $ 189.8 $ 189.8 1 CONST $ 25.0 $ - $ 5.5 $ 2.1

Marin 230653

Widen U.S. 101 between Old Redwood Highway 
to Rohnert Park Expressway for HOV lanes in 
both directions (Central Phase A) $ 118.3 $ 118.3 1 DSN $ 26.0 $ 42.9

Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 22520

Implement BART earthquake safety program 
(excludes Phase 1 of transbay tube earthquake 
safety project) $ 714.4 $ 714.4 1 DSN/ROW $ 714.4

Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 21627

Electrify Caltrain from Tamien to San Francisco, 
including installing 10 power substations and 
other infrastructure $ 626.0 $ 544.0 4 ENV $ 360.0
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Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 22513

Implement Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit 
District (SMART) Commuter Rail project 
(construction phase and vehicle procurement) 
(pending passage of district tax measure) $ 496.7 $ 42.4 4 ENV

Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 21008Fund and implement 511 Traveler Information $ 453.7 $ 453.7 4 CONST
Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 21619Expand Caltrain Express service (Phase 2) $ 427.0 $ 69.0 4 ENV
Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 21005Fund and implement TransLink® $ 408.0 $ 408.0 4 CONST

Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 22008

Extend Caltrain to Transbay Terminal/Replace 
Transbay Terminal (Phase 2A--preliminary 
engineering, environmental, PS&E, right-of-way 
phases of Downtown Extension) $ 292.3 $ 292.3 4 DSN/ROW $ 72.5 $ 219.8

Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 21002

Implement the incident management, including 
the Freeway Service Patrol, Call Box, incident 
detection equipment, and incident management 
systems, etc. $ 219.9 $ 219.9 1 CONST

Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 22006

Improve ferry facilities/equipment including the 
Downtown Ferry Terminal and procuring 
additional spare ferry vessels $ 192.8 $ 192.8 4 DSN $ 48.0

Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 230221

Implement I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility (ICM)
Project Operations and Management $ 187.8 $ 187.8 2 DSN $ 4.9 $ 55.3 $ 2.9

Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 94152

Widen SR12 (Jameson Canyon) from 2 lanes to 
4 lanes from I-80 in Solano County to SR29 in 
Napa County (Phase 1) $ 145.7 $ 145.7 1 DSN $ 74.0

Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 22001

Implement Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit 
District (SMART) Commuter Rail project 
(environmental, preliminary engineering, and 
right-of-way) $ 109.6 $ 109.6 4 ENV $ 24.0 $ 14.0

Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 22009

Implement Capitol Corridor intercity rail service 
(track capacity/frequency improvements) $ 108.0 $ 108.0 4 DSN

Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 22003

Capitol Corridor: Phase 2 enhancements, 
including grade separations at High Street, Davis 
Street, and Hesperian Street $ 88.7 $ 88.7 4 DSN
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Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 230290

Extend Caltrain to Transbay Terminal/Replace 
Transbay Terminal (Phase 2B, construction 
phase of Downtown Extension) $ 656.9 $ 656.9 4 DSN/ROW $ 656.9

Regional/Mul
tiple 
Counties 94089

Reconstruct south access to the Golden Gate 
Bridge, from Doyle Drive to Broderick Street 
(includes Route 1/U.S. 101 interchange 
improvements) $ 1,010.0 $ 1,010.0 1 ENV $ 68.0 $ 81.0 $ 370.0

San 
Francisco 21510

Extend the Third Street Light Rail line from north 
of King Street to Clay Street in Chinatown via a 
new Central Subway, including the purchase of 
four light rail vehicles $ 1,290.0 $ 1,290.0 4 ENV $ 126.0 $ - $ 114.0

San 
Francisco 94632

Extend Third Street Light Rail from Fourth and 
King Streets to Bayshore Caltrain Station $ 649.0 $ 649.0 4 CONST $ 649.0

San 
Francisco 230161

Design and implement a Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) project on Van Ness Avenue, including 
dedicated transit lanes, signal priority, and 
pedestrian & urban design upgrades $ 87.6 $ 87.6 4 ENV $ 17.5

San Mateo 94667

SamTrans American with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
paratransit services (includes operating support 
and purchase of new paratransit vehicles) $ 491.8 $ 491.8 1 CONST $ 491.8

San Mateo 98176

Construct auxiliary lanes on U.S. 101 from 3rd 
Avenue to Millbrae and reconstruct U.S. 
101/Peninsula interchange $ 188.2 $ 188.2 1 CONST $ 94.1

San Mateo 21608

Construct auxiliary lanes (one in each direction) 
on U.S. 101 from Marsh Road to Embarcadero 
Road $ 119.9 $ 119.9 1 ENV $ 44.8 $ 60.0

San Mateo 21606Reconstruct U.S. 101/Willow Road interchange $ 53.8 $ 53.8 1 ENV $ 25.3

San Mateo 22726
Implement ferry service between South San 
Francisco and Alameda/Oakland $ 51.2 $ 51.2 4 DSN $ 15.0 $ 12.0

Santa Clara 21921

Extend BART from Fremont  to San Jose 
(includes environmental documentation, 
preliminary engineering, property acquisition, 
and construction) $ 6,133.0 $ 6,133.0 4 ENV/DSN $ 4,734.3 $ 648.7

Santa Clara 22956

Extend the Capitol Avenue light rail line 2.6 miles 
from the Alum Rock Transit Center to a rebuilt 
Eastridge Transit Center $ 334.0 $ 334.0 4

DSG $ 334.0

Santa Clara 22019

Convert Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) to light rail 
transit in the Santa Clara-Alum Rock corridor 
(Downtown East Valley Phase II) $ 326.7 $ 326.7 4

ENV $ 265.0
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Santa Clara 21787
Expand the Palo Alto Caltrain Station and Bus 
Transit Center $ 305.9 $ 305.9 3

PLAN $ 59.0 $ 173.0

Santa Clara 98119
Extend light rail transit from Winchester Station 
to Route 85 (Vasona Junction) $ 285.5 $ 285.5 4

PLAN $ 265.0

Santa Clara 21923
Implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on El 
Camino, from Diridon to Palo Alto $ 233.4 $ 233.4 4

PLAN $ 117.0 $ 90.0

Santa Clara 230595

Implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on Stevens 
Creek Boulevard from Diridon Station to DeAnza 
College $ 143.2 $ 143.2 4

PLAN $ 127.0

Santa Clara 230534Electrify Caltrain line from Tamien to Gilroy $ 140.8 $ 140.8 4 PLAN $ 123.0

Santa Clara 22014
Implement Downtown East Valley: Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) and Light Rail Phase 1 and 3 $ 132.0 $ 132.0 4

ENV $ 42.0

Santa Clara 230531

Construct auxiliary lanes on US 101 in Mountain 
View and Palo Alto, from SR 85 to Embarcadero 
Road $ 113.1 $ 113.1 1

ENV $ 84.9 $ 17.3

Santa Clara 22944

Widen I-880 for HOV lanes in both directions 
between Route 237 in Milpitas to U.S. 101 in San 
Jose $ 105.0 $ 105.0 1

ENV $ 71.6 $ 23.4

Santa Clara 230547
Implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on Monterey 
Highway $ 96.6 $ 96.6 4

PLAN $ 90.0

Santa Clara 230294

Conduct environmental and design to widen and 
create new alignment for Route 152 (from Route 
156 to U.S. 101) to improve trade corridor from 
Route 99 to U.S. 101 $ 80.0 $ 80.0 1

ENV/DSN $ 75.0

Santa Clara 230554
Implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) between 
Sunnyvale and Cupertino $ 84.6 $ 84.6 4

PLAN $ 68.4

Santa Clara 94117

Improve bus stop accessibility system-wide. 
Design and construct transit centers and park & 
ride lots at the following locations: De Anza 
College, Vasona Junction and downtown Los 
Gatos. Plan for additional transit center and park 
and ride lot development $ 75.0 $ 75.0 3

PLAN $ 48.2

Santa Clara 22134

Construct a lane on southbound U.S. 101 using 
the existing median from south of Story Road to 
Yerba Buena Road; modify the US 101/Tully 
Road interchange to a partial cloverleaf $ 69.8 $ 69.8 1

ENV/DSN $ 20.0 $ 30.0 $ 7.0 $ 11.8

Santa Clara 230645
Implement improvements to the North First 
Street Core Area grid $ 63.8 $ 63.8 1

PLAN $ 61.0

Santa Clara 230456
Widen Zanker Road from 4 to 6 lanes to support 
traffic circulation in the North San Jose area $ 56.5 $ 56.5 1

PLAN $ 54.0
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Solano 230322

Rebuild and relocate eastbound Cordelia Truck 
Scales Facility  (involves building a 4-lane bridge 
across Suisun Creek and constructing braided 
ramps from the truck scales over EB SR 12 onto 
EB I-80) $ 100.9 $ 100.9 1 ENV $ 50.4 $ 50.5

Solano 230650

Widen I-80 from Red Top Road to Airbase 
Parkway to add HOV lanes in both directions and 
widen the median (also includes pavement 
rehabilitation and ramp metering) $ 94.9 $ 94.9 1 CONST $ 56.4 $ 15.3 $ 9.0

Sonoma 98183
Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lanes between Steele 
Lane and Windsor River Road (Phase A) $ 105.4 $ 105.4 1 CONST $ 23.4 $ 69.9 $ 5.6

Sonoma 21902

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lanes from Pepper 
Road to Rohnert Park Expressway in Sonoma 
County (Central Phase A) $ 118.3 $ 118.3 1 ROW $ 26.0 $ 42.9

Sonoma 22655

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lanes (one in each 
direction) from Rohnert Park Expressway to 
Santa Rosa Avenue (includes interchange 
improvements and ramp metering) $ 89.7 $ 89.7 1 ROW $ 20.0 $ 43.3

Sonoma 21884
Construct Petaluma crosstown 
connector/interchange $ 61.7 $ 61.7 1 PSR $ 61.7
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Alameda 21992

Implement AC Transit 
Transit Priority Measures 
(TPM) and Corridor 
Improvements, including 
signal and other 
technology upgrades, 
more frequent service, 
passenger loading 
stations, street and 
sidewalk improvements  
(Element 1)

14.8 0.0 14.8 0.0 29.5 4

Alameda 22776Widen Route 84 near 
Stanley Boulevard 129.6 114.6 15.0 0.0 13.1 1

Alameda 94506

Construct an improved 
east-west connection 
between I-880 and Route 
238 (Mission Boulevard) 
from North Fremont to 
Union City

160.2 150.6 9.6 0.0 1.1 1

Alameda 230099
Construct northbound I-
680 to westbound I-580 
connector

572.0 0.0 0.0 572.0 1.0 1

Alameda 230108
Widen I-80 Eastbound 
Powell Street off-ramp in 
Emeryville  

1.8 0.3 1.5 0.0 1

Alameda 22765

Improve the connection 
between I-580 and I-680 
via one of two options: (1) 
NB to EB HOV direct 
connector structure shared 
with WB to SB HOV direct 
connector, WB to SB 
mixed-flow direct 
connector, and EB BART 
bus ramp; or (2) NB to EB 
HOV direct connector, WB 
to SB mixed-flow direct 
connector structure shared 
with WB to SB HOV 
connector, and EB BART 
bus ramp

15.0 0.0 15.0 0.0 1

Alameda 22766
Analyze Fruitvale Avenue 
Rail Bridge for seismic 
retrofit

2.6 1.6 1.0 0.0 1
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Alameda 22455

Implement Bus Rapid 
Transit service on the 
Telegraph 
Avenue/International 
Boulevard/E. 14th Street 
corridor

250.0 176.0 74.0 0.0 4

Alameda 22676

Improve passenger 
capacity at 43 BART 
stations, including faregate 
additions, stair additions, 
elevator additions, platform 
modifications, including 
widening, escalator 
additions, trainscreens and 
doors

32.5 0.0 32.5 0.0 4

Alameda 230125

Improve Ashby/I-80 
Interchange/Aquatic Park 
access, including 
streetscaping, 
bicycle/pedestrian 
improvements, and minor 
interchange improvements

2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 1

Alameda 98207

Improve I-880/Broadway-
Jackson interchange in 
Oakland, including 
construction of new on- 
and off-ramps and signals

26.0 8.8 17.2 0.0 1

Alameda 22768
Retrofit and repair three 
Oakland-Alameda estuary 
bridges for seismic safety

4.0 3.0 1.0 0.0 1

Alameda 230132

Improve I-580/Isabel 
Avenue Interchange by 
enhancing local 
streetscape and bicycle & 
pedestrian facilities

28.0 24.0 4.0 0.0 1

Alameda 22783Analyze Fruitvale Avenue 
Bridge for seismic retrofit 8.0 3.0 5.0 0.0 1

Alameda 230122

Implement a Value-Pricing 
Parking and 
Transportation Demand 
Management program in 
Berkeley

5.0 2.0 3.0 0.0 1
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Alameda 98139

Acquire right-of-way for the 
ACE Service between 
Stockton and Niles 
Junction and complete 
track improvements 
between San Joaquin 
County and Alameda 
County and expand 
Alameda County station 
platfroms to accommodate 
six-car train sets.

150.0 75.0 0.0 75.0 4

Alameda 230170Improve access to I-880 
from 42nd and High Street 24.9 5.9 19.0 0.0 1

Alameda 230169

Provide ITS elements for 
arterial management in 
Oakland, including new 
controllers, signal 
interconnect/coordination, 
transit priority, automatic 
vehicle locator, speed and 
level of service monitoring 
through radar detection, 
real time arrival 
information

22.0 0.0 22.0 0.0 2

Alameda 230110

Construct a grade 
separation at Route 
262/Warm Springs 
Drive/Mission Boulevard

10.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 1

Alameda 21475Improve I-580/First Street 
interchange in Livermore 37.0 33.0 4.0 0.0 1

Alameda 230086

Reconstruct two Dublin 
interchanges: (1) I-
580/Fallon Road 
Interchange, and (2) I-
580/Hacienda Drive 
interchange

37.6 21.6 16.0 0.0 1

Alameda 230198

Upgrade traffic signal 
systems, including new 
controllers, improved 
system communication, 
facilities upgrades and 
relocations, emergency 
vehicle preemption, 
improved speed and level 
of service monitoring

2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 2

Alameda 230244

Develop supplemental 
project study report for 
Route 84 widening from 
Pigeon Pass to I-680

2.3 0.0 2.3 0.0 1
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Alameda 230171

Improve Route 
24/Caldecott Tunnel, 
including bicycle and 
transit access and 
soundwall improvements

8.0 2.0 6.0 0.0 1

Alameda 22780
Implement Bus Rapid 
Transit on the Grand-
MacArthur corridor

41.0 11.0 30.0 0.0 4

Alameda 21451

Construct additional turn 
and bus loading lanes on 
Hesperian Boulevard and 
East 14th Streets

3.4 1.4 2.0 0.0 1

Alameda 21477
Reconstruct I-
580/Greenville Road 
interchange in Livermore

43.0 39.0 4.0 0.0 1

Alameda 21112

Improve Crow Canyon 
Road by widening 
shoulders, realigning 
curves and constructing 
retaining walls

14.5 3.5 11.0 0.0 1

Alameda 21123
Expand Union City BART 
Station to create 
intermodal rail station

21.0 7.0 14.0 0.0 2

Alameda 21132
Extend BART 5.4 miles 
from Fremont to Warm 
Springs

890.0 746.0 144.0 0.0 4

Alameda 21139

Improve Vasco Road with 
safety features including 
realignment, widening and 
installation of median 
barriers

13.2 3.2 10.0 0.0 0

Alameda 21144

Reconstruct I-80/Gilman 
Avenue interchange into a 
roundabout at freeway 
entrance/exit

7.0 1.5 5.5 0.0 1
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Alameda 21159

Expand/enhance AC 
Transit facilities in northern 
Alameda County, including 
new operating facility

16.1 0.0 16.1 0.0 3

Alameda 21100

Construct eastbound and 
westbound auxiliary lanes 
on I-580 between Vasco 
Road and First Street 
and/or modify I-580/Vasco 
Road interchange

55.0 51.0 4.0 0.0 1

Alameda 21103

Construct grade 
separation structure on 
Central Avenue (4-lane 
arterial street) at Union 
Pacific Railroad crossing

18.3 5.7 12.6 0.0 1

Alameda 230047

Reconstruct I-880 West A 
Street interchange in 
Hayward  to provide 4 
twelve foot travel lanes 
and construct new 
sidewalk on both sides

27.0 0.0 27.0 0.0 1

Alameda 230396

Implement 
recommendations from the 
Community Based 
Transportation Plan to 
improve the mobility of low 
income residents

29.3 4.4 24.9 0.0 1

Alameda 22021

Expand AC Transit 
transfer centers and park-
and-ride facilities in central 
Alameda County

2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 1

Alameda 230120
Construct truck parking 
facilities in Northern 
Alameda County (Phase 1)

5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 1

Alameda 22084

Improve connection to the 
Oakland International 
Airport's North Field, 
connecting Route 61 
(Doolittle Drive) with 
Earhart Road and extend 
the infield area at North 
Field

10.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 1

Alameda 98208Construct soundwalls in 
locations TBD 10.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 1

Alameda 230114

Widen Auto Mall Parkway 
from 4 to 6 lanes between 
I-680 and I-880, including 
intersection improvements

42.0 33.0 9.0 0.0 1

Alameda 230116

Plan, design and construct 
improvements to rail 
crossings in Berkeley, 
including grade separation 
at Gilman Street, road 
closures, and at-grade 
crossing improvements 
(Phase 1)

2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 1

Alameda 21618
Implement commuter rail 
servie on the Dumbarton 
Bridge

596.0 301.0 0.0 40.0 4
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Alameda 230608

Construct a westbound 
auxiliary lane between 
First Avenue and Isabel 
Avenue along I-580 in the 
Tri-Valley

10.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 1

Alameda 230053
Reconstruct I-880 
Industrial Parkway 
interchange (Phase 1)

14.7 0.0 14.7 0.0 1

Alameda 230412

Additional AC Transit and 
BART transit capital 
replacement (above and 
beyond MTC's 
maintenance shortfall 
funding)

233.0 0.0 233.0 0.0 1

Alameda 21154

Procure buses for AC 
Transit Transbay, express, 
and local services 
(Alameda share)

22.0 0.0 5.5 4

Alameda Sum 878.2 687.0
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Contra 
Costa 21205

Improve the I-680/SR 4 
interchange, including 
freeway to freeway direct 
connectors for NB I-680 to 
WB SR 4 movement 
(Phase 1) and WB SR 4 to 
SB I-680 movement 
(Phase 2), and widening 
SR4 between SR242 and 
Morello from 2 lanes to 3 
lanes per direction (Phase 
3)

229.0 40.9 145.1 43.0 1.3 1

Contra 
Costa 98222

Construct freeway-to-
freeway direct connectors 
on Route 4 Bypass, from 
westbound Route 4 
Bypass to northbound 
Route 160, and from 
southbound Route 160 to 
eastbound Route 4 
Bypass

60.0 24.0 36.0 0.0 0.8 1

Contra 
Costa 22352

Improve I-680/Norris 
Canyon Road, including 
reconstruction of 
overcrossing, widening of 
median, construction of 
new HOV ramps, and 
modifications to the local 
street network in San 
Ramon

101.6 58.6 42.9 0.0 -0.1 1

Contra 
Costa 230291

Add northbound truck 
climbing lane and an 8-
foot bicycle lane on Kirker 
Pass Road from 
Clearbrook Drive in 
Concord to just beyond the 
crest of Kirker Pass.

10.2 8.2 2.0 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230289

Construct Main Street 
Downtown Bypass road 
between Vintage Parkway 
and 2nd Street.

27.1 12.4 14.7 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 98133

Widen Pacheco Boulevard 
to 4 lanes, from Blum 
Road to Arthur Road

50.3 28.3 22.0 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230279

Extend John Muir Parkway 
with 4 traffic lanes, a 
bridge, bicycle path and 
landscaping.

8.8 0.4 8.3 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230084

Construct a railroad grade 
separation at the 
Richmond Waterfront on 
the Marina Bay Parkway.

45.5 20.0 25.5 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230229

Widen Pinole Valley Road 
ramps at I-80 to provide 
dedicated right turn lane 
on eastbound onramp and 
bus turnout/shelter on 
westbound onramp

0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230123

Expand existing WestCAT 
maintenance facility 
(includes land purchase)

6.1 0.0 6.1 0.0 2
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Contra 
Costa 98198

Improve safety and 
operations on Vasco Road 
in Contra Costa and 
Alameda counties

45.2 10.7 34.5 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230185

Establish Express Bus 
Service and eBART 
support network (park-and-
ride lots and rolling stock)

21.7 0.0 21.7 0.0 4

Contra 
Costa 230216

Construct 2-lane bridge 
connecting Waterworld 
Parkway with Meridan 
Park Boulevard.

16.9 11.3 5.6 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230308

Straighten curves to 
improve safety and 
operation of Alhambra 
Valley Road.

7.5 3.0 4.5 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230307

Widen Camino Tassajara 
Road from 2 lanes to 4 
lanes, including shoulders 
and bicycle lanes in both 
directions from Windemere 
Parkway to the 
Alameda/Contra Costa 
Countyline.

13.0 4.9 8.1 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 22388

Construct Route 242 on 
and off -ramp at Clayton 
Road

42.6 12.3 30.3 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 22602

Construct I-680 auxiliary 
lanes in both directions 
from Sycamore Valley 
Road to Crow Canyon 
Road

47.0 20.0 27.0 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 22614

Construct Martinez 
Intermodal Station (Phase 
3) including an additional 
425 parking spaces and 
vehicle and pedestrian 
bridges

14.2 2.8 11.4 0.0 3

Contra 
Costa 22355Modify I-80/Central 

Avenue interchange 32.0 27.0 5.0 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230306

Add a second southbound 
Alhambra Avenue lane 
from Walnut Avenue to the 
south side of Highway 4, 
including signal 
modifications.

2.1 0.3 1.8 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 22354

Relocate the western half 
of the Marina Vista 
Interchange off 
southbound I-680

7.9 1.6 6.3 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230232Construct new interchange 

at Route 4/Phillips Lane 50.1 30.1 20.0 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 22360

Reconstruct I-80/San 
Pablo Dam Road 
interchange and modify 
adjacent interchanges

100.3 29.3 71.0 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 22390

Reconstruct Route 
4/Willow Pass Road ramps 
in Concord to support new 
infill development at the 
Concord Naval Weapons 
Station.

45.1 35.1 10.0 0.0 1
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Contra 
Costa 230309

Provide rolling stock, 
infrastructure and 
information-technology for 
Bus Rapid Transit service 
in the Pacheco/Contra 
Costa Boulevard/North 
Main corridor in Contra 
Costa County, including 
software support for 
regional Americans With 
Disabilities Act databa

13.3 0.0 13.3 0.0 4

Contra 
Costa 230318

Extend North Richmond 
truck route along Soto 
Sreet from Market Avenue 
to Parr Boulevard

28.1 5.6 22.5 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230247

Widen Lone Tree Way to 6 
lanes: O'Hara Ave. to 
Brentwood Blvd. to match 
roadway west of O'Hara 
Ave.

27.0 10.4 16.6 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230321

Construct Phase 2 of 
Hercules Intermodal 
Station (includes station 
facility and approx. 350 
parking spaces).

14.0 0.0 0.0 14.0 3

Contra 
Costa 230090

Expand and enhance AC 
Transit facilities in Western 
Contra Costa County, 
including environmental 
sustainability projects, 
zero emission 
improvements, and a new 
operating facility

25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 3

Contra 
Costa 230240

Add additional left- or right-
turn lanes at various 
intersections along Contra 
Costa Boulevard (between 
Monument Boulevard and 
2nd Avenue)

11.2 2.0 9.3 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 230237

Extend West Leland Road, 
including a raised median, 
bicycle lanes and 
sidewalks, from San 
Marco Boulevard to Willow 
Pass Road. 

45.0 37.0 8.0 0.0 1

Contra 
Costa 21154

Procure buses for AC 
Transit Transbay, express, 
and local services (Contra 
Costa share)

22.0 0.0 16.5 4

Contra 
Costa Sum 671.8 57.0

#50



(3/5/2009) MTC info - T2035 NEW COMMITMENTS.xls Page 10

STIP/SLPP Priorities

As of 7/16/08 Page 10 of 

County RTPID Project/Program Total Cost 
($M)

Committed 
Existing Funds 

($M)

Requested 
Discretionary 
Funds ($M)

Proposed ITIP 
Funds ($M) BC Ratio

Number of Goals 
Strongly 

Supported

Marin 230060

Implement Transit Priority 
Measures (TPM) on major 
transit corridors (includes 
signal priority, queue jump 
lanes, real-time 
information, enhanced 
passenger board areas)

45.5 0.0 35.5 0.0 3.5 4

Marin 21030

Improve U.S. 101/I-580 
interchange and construct 
a freeway to freeway 
connection from 
northbound U.S. 101 to 
eastbound I-580

147.4 0.0 11.0 0.0 1.5 1

Marin 230252Expand Marin County local 
bus service 66.1 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.7 4

Marin 230431

Construct intermodal 
transit hub in Southern 
Marin Priority 
Development Area

77.8 0.0 11.0 0.0 3

Marin 21315

Improve U.S. 101/Miller 
Creek Road interchange 
(involves signalization of 
northbound and 
southbound ramp 
intersection with Miller 
Creek Road)

1.4 0.0 1.4 0.0 1

Marin 230418Rehabilitate major roads of 
countywide significance 273.8 62.8 30.0 0.0 1

Marin 21325

Improve local access to 
U.S. 101 from Tamalpias 
Drive to just north of Sir 
Francis Drake

147.3 55.2 44.5 0.0 1

Marin 22437

Construct auxiliarly lanes 
at various locations along 
U.S. 101 and provide bus-
on-shoulder options where 
feasible

84.8 0.0 15.0 0.0 4

Marin 98179

Improve U.S. 101/Tiburon 
Boulevard interchange, 
including additng a right 
turn lane EB to the 
Redwood Highway 
Frontage Rd/Tiburon Blvd 
intersection, signalizing 
the East Blithedale/ Tower 
Dr/Kipling Dr intersection, 
widening the SB Hwy 101 
off-ramp, widen

33.3 10.3 11.5 0.0 1

Marin 230549

Implement local arterial 
improvements parallel to 
U.S. 101 (includes signal 
controller upgrades and 
signal coordination, and 
geometric improvements)

34.3 0.0 12.0 0.0 1

Marin 230105

Replace Pacific Way 
Bridge with new two-lane 
bridge with a separate 
bicycle and pedestrian 
path

4.6 0.0 4.6 0.0 3
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Marin

Marin/Sonoma US 101 
Novator Narrows - ITIP 
Supplement - Fully funded 
in HOT Network

176.0 176.0

Marin 22753
Construct park-and-ride 
lots to support regional 
express bus service

46.7 0.0 7.5 0.0 1

Marin Sum 194.0 176.0
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Napa 22746Widen SR29/First Street 
overcrossing to 4 lanes 31.4 0.0 12.0 0.0 1

Napa 94076

Construct the Trancas 
intermodal facility adjacent 
to the Route 29 and 
Redwood Road/Trancas 
Street interchange

6.3 0.0 6.3 0.0 3

Napa 230622
Construct new 
bicycle/pedestrian trail 
through American Canyon

5.6 0.0 5.6 0.0 3

Napa 230387

Construct a roundabout or 
improve traffic signals to 
improve safety at the Deer 
Park/Silverado Trail 
intersection

2.2 0.0 2.2 0.0 1

Napa 230599

Implement Phase 2 
improvemens to SR12 
(Jameson Canyon), 
including grade 
realignment and full safety 
barrier.

21.5 0.0 21.5 0.0 1

Napa 230371

Construct ADA-compliant 
pedestrian and bicycle 
path from Presdients' 
Circle to Railroad track in 
Yountville

0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 3

Napa 230393
Construct middle turn lane 
on SR 29 from Galleron 
Lane to St. Helena

20.4 0.0 20.4 0.0 1

Napa 230390
Improve the safety of the 
Oakville Crossroad/SR29 
intersection

0.7 0.0 0.4 0.0 1

Napa 230394

Improve the traffic signals 
at Solano and Wine 
Country (also includes 
road widening, drainage, 
and rail crossing 
improvements)

0.7 0.0 0.7 0.0 1

Napa 230508
Elevate Solano Avenue 
from Yountville to Dry 
Creek Road

2.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 1

Napa 230518Construct a  roundabout at 
Forest Road/SR128 4.4 0.0 4.4 0.0 1

Napa 230388
Improve the safety of the 
intersection of Oak 
Knoll/Silverado Trail

0.7 0.0 0.4 0.0 1

Napa 230392
Extend Devlin Road from 
Fagan Creek to Green 
Island Road

20.4 0.0 20.4 0.0 1

Napa 230381
Improve signalization 
along Main Street in St. 
Helena.

1.3 0.0 1.3 0.0 2

Napa 230379
Improve the truck route 
between Adams and Main 
Street

1.3 0.0 1.3 0.0 1
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Napa 230378

Implement accessibility 
improvement projects in 
downtown St. Helena, 
including curb cuts

1.2 0.0 1.2 0.0 3

Napa 230377

Construct pedestrian and 
bicycle crossing over 
Sulphur Creek at Oak 
Avenue in St. Helena

0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 3

Napa 230376
Construct pedestrian and 
bicycle crossing at Tunnel 
of Elms in St. Helena

0.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 3

Napa 230374

Construct pedestrian 
crosswalk at Charter Oak 
and Main Streets in St. 
Helena

0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 3

Napa 230373

Construct pedestrian and 
bicycle pathway from 
Madison St. South to 
Solave Avenue

0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 3

Napa 230389
Improve the safety of the 
intersection of Yountville 
Cross/Silverado Trail

0.8 0.0 0.5 0.0 1

Napa 230484
Install traffic signals on 
Imola Avenue at SR29 
ramps in Napa

0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 1

Napa 230519

Improve the safety of the 
SR29/128 (Rutherford 
Crossroad) intersection by 
constructing a roundabout 
or improving signal 
operations

6.2 0.0 6.2 0.0 1

Napa 230499

Construct 
bicycle/pedestrian path 
from Oak Circle to south 
Yountville town limit

0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 3

Napa 230498
Construct Class 1 bike trail 
from SR29 to Silverado 
Trail

1.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 3

Napa 230486
Extend Devlin Road from 
Tower Road to Airpark 
Road in American Canyon

4.6 0.0 4.6 0.0 1

Napa 230483

Project Study Report for 
intersection improvements 
at Silverado 
Trail/Third/Coombsville/Ea
st and Silverado Trail 
improvements south of 
First Street

2.2 0.0 2.2 0.0 1

Napa Sum 117.0 0.0
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San 
Francisco 22420

Design and implement Bus 
Rapid Transit (BRT) and 
Transit Preferential Streets 
(TPS) programs 
throughout San Francisco

54.0 39.5 14.4 0.0 16.7 4

San 
Francisco 230164

Design and implement a 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
project on Geary 
Boulevard, including 
dedicated transit lanes, 
signal priority, and 
pedestrian and urban 
design upgrades

219.8 127.4 92.5 0.0 6.7 4

San 
Francisco 22415

Provide new historic 
streetcar service along the 
Embarcadero between the 
Caltrain Station and 
Fisherman's Wharf; extend 
streetcar service from 
Fisherman's Wharf to Fort 
Mason

16.4 3.9 12.6 0.0 1.5 4

San 
Francisco 230207

Design and implement a 
Bus Rapid Transit project 
on the Geneva/Harney 
corridor

232.7 192.7 40.0 0.0 0.7 4

San 
Francisco 21503

Implement traffic calming 
program aimed at reducing 
auto traffic speeds and 
improving pedestrian and 
bicyclist safety throughout 
San Francisco

100.3 95.3 5.0 0.0 1

San 
Francisco 21502

Implement pedestrian 
projects, including 
sidewalk repair, crossing 
signal and signage 
improvements and 
education campaign 
implementation

120.4 116.4 4.0 0.0 3

San 
Francisco 230581

Improve San Francisco 
ferry infrastructure, 
including terminals, 
intermodal connections, 
ferry berths, emergency 
response systems, and 
landside improvements

30.8 25.8 5.0 0.0 4

San 
Francisco 230517

Improve transit and 
roadway connectivity 
between San Francisco 
and San Mateo Counties

209.5 204.5 5.0 0.0 1
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San 
Francisco 21504

Improve roadways 
throughout San Francisco 
by installing new traffic 
signs and signals, 
providing new transit lane 
markings, installing new 
parking meters and 
relocating a traffic 
maintenance shop

176.8 171.8 5.0 0.0 1

San 
Francisco 22512

Provide capital 
improvements to support 
ferry service between 
Treasure Island and San 
Francisco

57.1 45.0 12.1 0.0 4

San 
Francisco 230585

Improve the functionality, 
safety, and attractiveness 
of local streets and 
arterials in San Francisco

28.8 23.8 5.0 0.0 1

San 
Francisco 22412

Purchase light rail vehicles 
(LRV) to expand Muni rail 
service

44.5 1.2 43.3 0.0 4

San 
Francisco 22462

Implement bicycling 
programs, including 
construction and 
rehabilitation of bicycle 
lanes and paths, improve 
signage and crossings and 
implement a public 
awareness campaign

63.6 61.6 2.0 0.0 3

San 
Francisco 230594

Improve San Francisco 
BART stations to enhance 
passenger safety, 
accessibility and capacity, 
improve signage and 
provide Real Time transit 
information

188.2 183.2 5.0 0.0 4

San 
Francisco 22249

Upgrade and extend 
streets and other vehicular 
facilities throughout San 
Francisco

34.0 24.0 10.0 0.0 1

San 
Francisco 21549

Implement direct access 
route from Hunters Point 
Shipyard to U.S. 101, 
including repaving of 
existing roadway and 
adding new curbs and 
curb ramps, sidewalks, 
street lighting, trees and 
route signage

204.1 194.1 10.0 0.0 1

San 
Francisco 21505

Repair and retrofit local 
bridge structures and 
pedestrian overcrossings

72.3 67.3 5.0 0.0 1
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San 
Francisco 21535

Deploy Travel Demand 
Management (TDM) 
program, including transit 
route planning, bike and 
pedestrian planning, 
transit oriented 
development studies and 
planning

105.3 103.3 2.0 0.0 2

San 
Francisco 21533

Plant new street trees and 
maintain new and existing 
trees in public rights-of-
way throughout San 
Francisco

55.1 50.1 5.0 0.0 1

San 
Francisco 230490

Re-build Harney Way, 
widening 8 lanes (6 mixed 
flow, 2 bus-only for Bus 
Rapid Transit service) and 
improving bike lanes and 
sidewalks

54.3 51.3 3.0 0.0 1

San 
Francisco 230168

Improve the Great 
Highway, including 
resurfacing the roadway, 
installing drainage 
systems, and constructing 
medians

19.4 1.5 17.9 0.0 1

San 
Francisco 22984

Construct new/reconstruct 
existing wheelchair curb 
ramps

41.1 36.1 5.0 0.0 1

San 
Francisco 230211

Extend trolley coach 
infrastructure into Mission 
Bay along 16th Street and 
Third Street and 
implement transit signal 
priority along 16th and 
Fillmore Streets.

13.9 4.1 9.8 0.0 4

San 
Francisco 22982

Enhance transit programs 
in San Francisco that 
promote system 
connectivity and 
accessibility, close service 
gaps and expand transit 
service

196.1 191.1 5.0 0.0 4

San 
Francisco 230215

Extend existing trolley 
coach lines throughout 
San Francisco

5.6 1.3 4.3 0.0 4

San 
Francisco 98593

Continue support of the 
Integrated Transportation 
Management System 
(SFgo) in order to improve 
the effectiveness of San 
Francisco's transportation 
system

138.4 133.4 5.0 0.0 2

San 
Francisco 21627Electrify Caltrain (San 

Francisco's share) 626.0 444.0 60.0 0.0

San 
Francisco Sum 392.9 0.0
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San Mateo 21612

Improve access to/from 
west side of Dumbarton 
Bridge on Route 84 
connecting to U.S. 101 
(includes flyovers, 
interchange 
improvements, and 
conversion of Willow Road 
between Route 84 and 
U.S. 101 to expressway)

92.4 80.4 12.0 0.0 2.0 1

San Mateo 94644
Construct westbound slow 
vehicle lane on Route 92 
from Route 35 to I-280

57.6 45.6 12.0 0.0 2.0 1

San Mateo 21613

Improve Route 92 from 
San Mateo Bridge to I-280 
(includes widening and 
uphill passing lane from 
U.S. 101 to I-280)

85.6 50.6 35.0 0.0 0.7 1

San Mateo 21603Modify U.S. 101/Woodside 
Road interchange 50.3 30.3 20.0 0.0 1

San Mateo 22239

Widen Manor Drive 
overcrossing over Route 1 
(includes new traffic 
signals at intersections)

22.0 10.1 11.9 0.0 1

San Mateo 22230

Construct auxiliary lanes 
(one in each direction) on I-
280 from I-380 to Hickey 
Boulevard

87.7 53.6 34.1 0.0 1

San Mateo 21623

Improve Caltrain stations 
(includes 
upgrades/relocation of 
platforms, new platforms, 
pedestrian tunnels, 
pedestrian crossings, 
parking improvements)

139.0 119.1 19.9 0.0 4

San Mateo 22279

Construct new U.S. 
101/Produce Avenue 
interchange (involves 
replacement of Produce 
Avenue on and off-ramps 
from U.S. 101 and 
includes South Airport 
Boulevard hook ramps to 
U.S. 101 at Wondercolor 
Lane)

166.1 8.2 8.2 0.0 1

San Mateo 22271

Widen Skyline Boulevard 
(Route 35) from 2 to 4 
lanes between I-280 and 
Sneath Lane

6.4 3.9 2.5 0.0 1

San Mateo 21602Reconstruct U.S. 
101/Broadway interchange 59.5 28.0 31.5 0.0 1

San Mateo 21626Caltrain grade separation 
program 714.2 629.2 85.0 0.0 1
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San Mateo 21624

Implement an incentives 
program to support transit-
oriented development 
within a 1/2-mile of 
Caltrain stations and have 
a minimum density of 40 
units per acre

19.6 3.3 16.3 0.0 2

San Mateo 22229

Reconstruct U.S. 
101/Sierra Point Parkway 
interchange (includes 
extension of Lagoon Way 
to connect to U.S. 101)

57.4 26.3 4.4 0.0 1

San Mateo 22227

Extend Geneva Avenue 
(local arterial in Brisbane) 
to the U.S. 
101/Candlestick Point 
interchange (includes 
Caltrain grade separation 
at Tunnel Avenue and 
other local street 
improvements)

115.7 22.1 22.1 0.0 1

San Mateo 22226

Construct Bayshore 
Intermodal Facility for 
Caltrain, Muni light-rail, 
and Muni and SamTrams 
buses (includes cross 
platform transit transfers 
between Muni Third Street 
light-rail station and 
Caltrain Bayshore Station)

36.5 27.3 9.2 0.0 3

San Mateo 22274

Intelligent Transportation 
System (ITS) and Traffic 
Operation System (TOS) 
countywide

73.7 39.8 33.9 0.0 2

San Mateo 21892
Widen Woodside Road 
from 4 to 6 lanes from El 
Camino Real to Broadway

16.6 7.7 8.9 0.0 1

San Mateo 21615
Reconstruct I-280/Route 1 
interchange, including 
braided ramps

0.0 53.0 17.0 0.0 1

San Mateo 22261Replace San Pedro Creek 
Bridge over Route 1 6.9 3.7 3.1 0.0 1

San Mateo 21610

Add auxiliary lanes (one in 
each direction) on U.S. 
101 from San Bruno 
Avenue to Grand Avenue

57.6 26.6 30.9 0.0 1

San Mateo 22756
Reconstruct U.S. 
101/Candlestick Point 
interchange

73.7 51.2 22.5 0.0 1

San Mateo 22751

Improve operations and 
safety of Route 1 in Half 
Moon Bay, including 
extending Route 1 north of 
Strawflower Shopping 
Center to Half Moon Bay 
city limits and 
channelization at local 
intersections

40.8 23.9 16.9 0.0 1
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San Mateo 98204

Add travel lane (one in 
each direction) on Route 1 
(Calera Parkway) between 
Fassler Avenue to 
Westport Drive in Pacifica 
(includes traffic signal 
coordination on Fassler 
Avenue and Reina Del 
Mar)

44.4 18.0 26.4 0.0 1

San Mateo 21604

Construct auxiliary lane 
(one in each direction) on 
U.S. 101 from Sierra Point 
to San Francisco County 
line

6.6 3.2 3.5 0.0 1

San Mateo 21893

Widen Route 92 from Half 
Moon Bay city limits and 
Pilarcitos Creek (involves 
widening shoulders and 
travel lanes to standard 
widths and straightening 
curves)

40.1 24.5 15.6 0.0 1

San Mateo 22282Improve U.S. 101 
operations near Route 92 49.8 23.0 26.8 0.0 1

San Mateo 22268

Provide countywide shuttle 
services between Caltrain 
stations and major activity 
centers (includes 
purchase of vehicles)

175.0 154.1 20.9 0.0 4

San Mateo 21607

Modify University Avenue 
overcrossing over U.S. 
101 (includes widening of 
overcrossing, constructing  
new southbound off-ramp 
and southbound auxiliary 
lane, adding bike lanes)

6.4 2.1 4.3 0.0 1

San Mateo 21627Electrify Caltrain (San 
Mateo's share) 626.0 444.0 40.0 0.0

San Mateo Sum 594.8 0.0
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Santa Clara 230257

Convert HOV direct 
freeway connectors to 
HOT direct freeway 
connectors, at I-880 
southbound to Route 237 
westbound and at Route 
237 eastbound to I-880 
northbound 

7.8 0.0 7.8 0.0 25.1 1

Santa Clara 22145

Widen westbound Route 
237 on-ramp from Route 
237 to northbound U.S. 
101 to 2 lanes and add 
auxiliary lane on 
northbound U.S. 101 from 
Route 237 on-ramp to Ellis 
Street interchange 
(includes Traffic Operation 
Systems (TOS) elements)

17.9 0.0 17.9 0.0 5.2 1

Santa Clara 21714

Widen U.S. 101 between 
Monterey Highway and 
Route 25 (includes an 
extension to Santa Teresa 
Boulevard) and construct a 
full interchange at U.S. 
101/Route 25/Santa 
Teresa Boulevard

233.0 0.0 27.0 206.0 2.1 1

Santa Clara 22162

Route 237 westbound to 
Route 85 southbound 
connector ramp 
improvements (widens off-
ramp from westbound 
Route 237 to southbound 
Route 85 to 2 lanes; adds 
auxiliary lane in 
southbound direction 
between Route 237 and El 
Camino Real interchange 
on Route 85)

94.7 0.0 94.7 0.0 1.3 1

Santa Clara 230457

Improve Oakland Road 
from U.S. 101 to Montague 
Expressway by providing 
landscaping and 
operational improvements

12.1 5.6 6.5 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230459

Extend Chynoweth 
Avenue from Almaden 
Expressway to Winfield 
Road

22.5 4.1 18.4 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230460

Widen Snell Avenue and 
add median landscaping 
from Branham to 
Chynoweth

5.8 1.1 4.8 0.0 1
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Santa Clara 21702

Construct a full 
interchange at U.S. 101 
and Buena Vista Avenue. 
The interchange includes 
a flyover southbound 
onramp to braid with the 
existing truck exit at the 
CHP Inspection Station. 
Off-ramp diagonal ramps 
will be constructed.

27.0 0.0 0.0 27.0 1

Santa Clara 230350
Widen southbound U.S. 
101 off ramp at Cochrane 
Road from 2 to 3 lanes

1.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230265

Improve the operations of 
the intersection of 
Montague Expressway 
and Mission College 
Boulevard

4.9 0.0 4.9 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230584
Improve ramp/intersection 
at Route 152 westbound at 
Watsonville Road

3.3 0.0 0.3 3.0 1

Santa Clara 230298

Replace Calaveras 
Boulevard 4-lane bridge 
over the Union Pacific 
railroad tracks with new 6-
lane structure with  bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities; 
exclusive northbound right 
turn lane and  additional 
eastbound left turn lane at 
intersection with Abel 

82.3 15.5 66.8 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230579
Improve ramp/intersection 
on Route 152 eastbound 
at Frazier Lake Road

2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1

Santa Clara 230577

Improve ramp and 
intersection on Route 152 
eastbound at Bloomfield 
Avenue

2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1

Santa Clara 230573

Improve ramps and 
intersections of Fremont 
and Bernardo Avenues at 
Route 85

3.6 0.0 3.6 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230347
Improve U.S. 101 
southbound ramps at 10th 
Street

3.6 0.0 3.6 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230174

Construct a four lane 
bridge across Uvas Creek 
connecting the east and 
west sides of Tenth Street. 
The bridge will include four 
travel lanes, bicycle lanes, 
sidewalks, new traffic 
signal at the intersection of 
Tenth & Uvas Park Drive.

15.4 0.0 15.4 0.0 1

Santa Clara 21722

Improve US 101 
southbound Trimble 
Road/De La Cruz 
Boulevard/Central 
Expressway interchange

42.6 19.6 23.0 0.0 1
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Santa Clara 230262

Construct partial cloverleaf 
interchange at U.S. 101 
and Montague 
Expressway

15.3 2.3 12.9 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22142

Improve U.S. 101/Capitol 
Expressway interchange 
(includes new northbound 
on-ramp from Yerba 
Buena Road)

50.1 0.0 50.1 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230458

Widen Berryessa Road 
from U.S. 101 to I-680 to 
provide access to planned 
Berryessa BART station

31.0 14.2 16.8 0.0 1

Santa Clara 21749

Extend Butterfield 
Boulevard from Tennant 
Avenue to Watsonville 
Road (including railroad 
overpass bridge, drainage 
channel, traffic signal 
upgrade, median, 
landscaping, bike lanes 
and sidewalks)

20.6 9.9 10.7 0.0 1

Santa Clara 21785

Reconfigure interchange 
at US 101/Blossom Hill 
Road in San Jose; 
modifications are on the 
local roadway system, 
including widening of 
Blossom Hill Road over 
US 101

21.1 0.0 21.1 0.0 1

Santa Clara 21719

Improve I-880/I-
280/Stevens Creek 
Boulevard interchange by 
eliminating the eastbound 
off-ramp loop and 
reconfigur the off-ramp to 
eastbound Stevens Creek 
Boulevard

150.0 0.0 150.0 0.0 1

Santa Clara 21720

Improve US 101/Tennant 
Avenue interchange, 
including a new bridge 
parallel to the existing 
bridge over US 101, 
widening the existing 
Tennant Avenue from 2 
lanes to 4 lanes with bike 
lanes and sidewalks, and 
a new northbound loop 
onramp

18.2 8.8 9.4 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22179

Widen Central 
Expressway from 4 to 6 
lanes between Lawrence 
Expressway and San 
Tomas Expressway

23.4 0.0 23.4 0.0 1
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Santa Clara 230452

Convert downtown one-
way couplets to two-way, 
reduce lanes, add bicycle 
lanes along 10th/11th 
Streets, Almaden/Vine and 
2nd/3rd Streets

22.7 11.2 11.5 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230407
Widen Route 17 off-ramp 
southbound at Hamilton 
Avenue 

1.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230175

Construct a new 2-lane 
overcrossing on Las 
Animas Avenue at U.S. 
101 (with 6-ft 
shoulders/bicycle lanes 
and 8-ft sidewalks)

11.1 0.0 11.1 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22854

I-280/Oregon-Page Mill 
interchange modification 
(to enhance safety 
primarily for bicyclists and 
pedestrians traveling on 
Page Mill )

9.5 0.0 9.5 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230251

Improve Expressway traffic 
operations system by 
adding automated fraffic 
count collection system, 
wireless controller 
communication system, 
wireless vehicular 
detection system, and 
signal and video 
infrastructure upgrades

12.2 0.0 12.2 0.0 2

Santa Clara 230385

Purchase and install an 
emergency vehicle pre-
emption detectors and 
video detection cameras at 
signalized intersections in 
downtown Palo Alto.

1.5 0.2 1.3 0.0 2

Santa Clara 230292

Implement signal 
coordination between 
expressway and major 
cross-street signals

6.1 0.0 6.1 0.0 2

Santa Clara 22965

Construct U.S. 
101/Mabury Road/Taylor 
Street interchange 
construction

59.1 28.0 31.1 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22809
Realign DeWitt 
Avenue/Sunnyside Avenue 
intersection

8.7 1.6 7.1 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22925

Realign existing curve on 
DeWitt Avenue between 
approximately Edmundson 
Avenue and Spring 
Avenue.

3.1 0.6 2.5 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230302

Improve the intersection of 
Dixon Landing Road and 
North Milpitas Boulevard 
(construct an additional 
northbound left-turn lane, a 
southbound right-turn lane 
and new eastbound left 
and right turn lanes)

3.5 0.7 2.9 0.0 1
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Santa Clara 22910

Add TOS infrastructure on 
Santa Teresa Boulevard 
between Day Road and 
Mesa Road

8.5 0.0 8.5 0.0 2

Santa Clara 230246

Improve intersection at 
Lawrence Expressway and 
Prospect Road by adding 
a second turn lane and 
modifying existing traffic 
signals

3.2 0.0 3.2 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22895

Improve the operations of 
San Tomas 
Expressway/Route 17 
interchange, including 
restriping the EB through 
lane on White Oaks and 
providing a second right 
turn lane on the SB off-
ramp 

3.2 0.0 3.2 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230273

Widen Montague 
Expressway to 8 lanes 
between Trade Zone and I-
680, and to 6 lanes 
between I-680 and Park 
Victoria; designate new 
lanes between Trade Zone 
and I-680 as HOV lanes

24.5 14.8 9.7 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230451

Rehabilitate Fatjo, 
Thompson, Arguello, Bray 
and Graham streets, 
including reconstruction of 
street pavement, 
sidewalks, curbs, gutters 
and utilities

4.0 0.8 3.3 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230449

Extend Charcot Avenue 
over I-880, a new two-lane 
roadway with bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements 
to connect to North San 
Jose employment center

37.4 18.0 19.4 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22873

Widen Loyola Bridge over 
Foothill Expressway to add 
a third lane (for left turns) 
and improve 
bicycle/pedestrian access, 
including 6-foot shoulders 
for bicycle use and 5-foot 
sidewalks with pedestrian 
ramps

9.1 0.0 9.1 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22878

Realign Wildwood Avenue 
to connect with Lawrence 
Expressway (includes new 
traffic signal at Lawrence 
Expressway/Wildwood 
Avenue intersection)

5.4 1.0 4.3 0.0 1
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Santa Clara 22883

Modify medians on 
Lawrence Expressway at 
Lochinvar, De Sota 
Avenue, Golden State, 
Granada, Buckley and St. 
Lawrence Drive/Lawrence 
Station Road for limited 
access

1.8 0.0 1.8 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230445

Improve Great America 
Parkway and Mission 
College Boulevard 
intersection (includes 
adding triple left turns in 
two directions and traffic 
signal upgrades)

7.1 1.4 5.8 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22814

Extend Foothill 
Expressway westbound 
deceleration lane at San 
Antonio Road

0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22815

Upgrade Miramonte 
Avenue bikeway to Class II 
between Mountain View 
and Foothill Expressway

1.6 0.3 1.3 0.0 3

Santa Clara 22842

Improve Route 
152/Ferguson Road 
intersection, including 
lighting widening

2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1

Santa Clara 22822

Install outlets to provide 
real time expressway 
traffic information, such as 
changeable message 
signs, advisory radio, 
cable TV feeds and Web 
sites 

6.1 0.0 6.1 0.0 2

Santa Clara 22180

Widen Central 
Expressway between 
Lawrence Expressway and 
Mary Avenue to provide 
auxiliary acceleration 
and/or deceleration lanes

22.7 0.6 22.1 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230461

Widen Branham Lane from 
Vista Park to Snell Avenue 
to eliminate roadway 
bottlenecks and enhance 
bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities

11.6 2.3 9.3 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22843

Widen Lawrence 
Expressway from 6 lanes 
to 8 lanes between 
Moorpark/Bollinger and 
south of Calvert.

8.9 0.0 8.9 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230201
Widen Coleman Avenue 
from 4 to 6 lanes from I-
880 to Taylor Street 

13.9 2.7 11.2 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22118
Extend Hill Road from East 
Main Avenue to Peet 
Avenue

11.6 2.1 9.4 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22153

Extend Mary Avenue north 
across Route 237 
(reconfigures the Mathilda 
Avenue/U.S.101 
interchange)

74.1 34.0 40.1 0.0 1
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Santa Clara 22175

Widen Almaden 
Expressway between 
Coleman Road and 
Blossom Hill Road to 8 
lanes

12.8 0.0 12.8 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230242

Add Capitol Expressway 
Traffic Operations System 
between US 101 and 
Almaden Expressway

4.3 0.0 4.3 0.0 2

Santa Clara 22186

Widen San Tomas 
Expressway to 8 lanes 
between El Camino Real 
(Route 82) and Williams 
Road (including additional 
left-turn lanes from 
eastbound and westbound 
El Camino Real to San 
Tomas Expressway)

69.9 0.0 69.9 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230200

Extend new 4-lane 
multimodal street from 
UPRR crossing to St John 
Street and improve 
existing Autumn Street 
from St John Street to 
Park Avenue. Project 
improves multimodal 
access and circulation to 
support planned transit 
oriented development near 
Diridon Transit Center.

38.8 7.3 31.5 0.0 1

Santa Clara 230210
Rebuild 3.9 miles of box 
culvert under San Tomas 
Expressway

16.0 0.5 15.4 0.0 1

Santa Clara 22156
Improve Route 85 
northbound to Route 237 
eastbound connector ramp

32.0 0.0 32.0 0.0 1

Santa Clara Sum 1030.1 242.0
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Solano 94151
Construct 4-lane Jepson 
Parkway from Route 12 to 
Leisure Town Road

194.0 134.0 60.0 0.0 4.6 1

Solano 230326

I-80/I-680/Route 12 
Interchange (Phase 1): 
Connect I-680 nortbound 
directly to Route 12 
westbound (Jameson 
Canyon) (includes adding 
connectors and 
reconstructing local 
interchanges)

491.0 134.4 156.5 197.0 2.4 1

Solano 21341

Construct new 
Fairfield/Vacaville multi-
modal train station for 
Capitol Corridor intercity 
rail service  (Phases 1, 2, 
and 3)

39.6 39.6 10.0 0.0 3

Solano 22629

Construct new Vallejo 
Baylink Ferry Terminal 
(includes additional 
partking, upgrade of bus 
transfer facilities, and 
pedestrian access 
improvements)

119.3 75.6 10.0 0.0 3

Solano 230468

Provide auxiliary lanes on I-
80 in eastbound and 
westbound directions from 
I-680 to Airbase Parkway 
(includes an eastbound 
mixed flow lane from 
Route 12 East to Airbase 
Parkway and removes the 
I-80/Auto Mall hook ramps 
and C-D road slip-ramp)

50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 1

Solano 230635

Construct new 400-space 
parking garage at the 
Vacaville Intermodal 
Station

23.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 3

Solano 22700

Construct parallel corridor 
north of I-80 from Red Top 
Road to Abernathy Road 
(the western section 
extends from the railroad 
crossing on Road Top 
Road at Route 12 to 
Business Center Drive; the 
eastern section extends 
from Suisan Valley Creek 
to Abernathy)

69.0 60.5 8.5 0.0 1

Solano Sum 305.0 197.0
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County RTPID Project/Program Total Cost 
($M)

Committed 
Existing Funds 

($M)

Requested 
Discretionary 
Funds ($M)

Proposed ITIP 
Funds ($M) BC Ratio

Number of Goals 
Strongly 

Supported

Sonoma 230413

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV 
lanes from Old Redwood 
Highway to Pepper Road 
in Sonoma County 
(Central Phase B)

57.6 0.0 57.6 0.0 5.1 1

Sonoma 22194

Improve safey on Mark 
West Springs/Porter Creek 
Road (includes adding 
standard shoulders and 
turn pockets)

7.4 0.0 7.4 0.0 1

Sonoma 22207

Extend Farmers Lane as a 
3-lane or 4-lane arterial 
from Bellevue Avenue to 
Bennett Valley Road 
(includes bike lane and 
sidewalk)

64.1 0.0 64.1 0.0 1

Sonoma 22197

Improve local circulation at 
various locations in Town 
of Penngrove (includes 
improvements to Main 
Street, Petaluma Hill 
Road, Adobe Road, Old 
Redwood Highway, and 
U.S. 101/Railroad Avenue)

38.0 0.0 38.0 0.0 1

Sonoma 230341

Improve channelization 
and traffic signalization on 
Mirabel Road and Route 
116

3.6 0.0 3.6 0.0 1

Sonoma 94691

Install traffic signal system 
on Route 121 traffic signal 
system and improve 
channelization at 8th 
Street

4.5 0.0 4.5 0.0 2

Sonoma 94689

Construct U.S. 101/Arata 
Lane interchange 
improvements in Windsor 
(Phase 4) (includes 
installation of northbound 
on-ramps and southbound 
off-ramp and realignment 
of Los Amigos Road north 
of Arata Lane)

13.0 0.0 13.0 0.0 1

Sonoma 22193Construct new bypass on 
Route 116 in Forestville 20.0 15.1 4.9 0.0 1

Sonoma 230345

Rehabilitate or replace 
existing Healdsburg 
Avenue Bridge to meet 
FHWA and AASHTO 
standards

27.1 0.0 27.1 0.0 1

Sonoma 22203

Improve channelization 
and traffic signalization on 
River Road from Fulton 
Road to the town of 
Guerneville

8.0 4.0 4.0 0.0 1

Sonoma 22438

Improve Bodega Highway 
west of Sebastopol 
(includes straightening 
curves near Occidental 
and adding turn pockets 
where needed)

4.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 1
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County RTPID Project/Program Total Cost 
($M)

Committed 
Existing Funds 

($M)

Requested 
Discretionary 
Funds ($M)

Proposed ITIP 
Funds ($M) BC Ratio

Number of Goals 
Strongly 

Supported

Sonoma 22190

Improve channelization 
and traffic signalization at 
Route 116/Route 121 
intersection (includes 
Arnold Drive 
improvements)

21.8 10.0 11.8 0.0 1

Sonoma 22204

Widen Fulton Road from 2 
to 4 lanes from Guerneville 
Road to U.S. 101 and 
construct Route 12/Fulton 
Road interchange

79.0 0.0 79.0 0.0 1

Sonoma 22205

Improve U.S. 101/Hearn 
Avenue interchange 
(includes widening 
overcrossing and ramps)

39.7 18.2 21.5 0.0 1

Sonoma 22195

Improve U.S. 101/Old 
Redwood Highway 
interchange (includes 
replacing/modifying the 
existing 2-lane cloverloop 
interchange with a 
minimum 5-lane 
interchange)

36.8 0.0 36.8 0.0 1

Sonoma 22191

Improve U.S. North/Airport 
Boulevard Interchange 
(includes widening Airport 
Boulevard to 2 lanes in 
each direction with center 
left turn lanes and right 
turn lanes)

46.7 35.6 11.1 0.0 1

Sonoma 22490
Convert bridges in 
Sonoma County from one-
lane to two-lane bridges

2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 1

Sonoma Sum 388.4 0.0

County 
Subtotal Sum 4572.2 1359.0

Regional Sum

Fund corridor 
improvements, including 
transit operating and 
capital needs, with net 
HOT revenue

6,100

6100.0

18 2

Regional 
TOTAL 10,672 1359.0
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From: BikePlan
To: Gail Payne
CC: Info@mtc.ca.gov;  Sean Co
Date: 2/4/2009 9:24 AM
Subject: Re: Estuary Crossing project

Gail,
 
Thank you for your comment on MTC's Regional Bicycle Plan. 
 
Projects listed in the Bicycle Plan are only projects from the Regional Bikeway Network (RBN). This 
network was defined in 2001 with input from the local agencies. This plan is only an updated to the 2001 
network with a detailed inventory of which projects have been completed in the past eight years. This 
network is not an inclusive list and the Regional Bicycle Working Group will define a process to amend 
projects on the network in the future.
 
Thanks,
 
Sean 

>>> "Gail Payne" <GPayne@ci.alameda.ca.us> 11/18/2008 3:24 PM >>>
Great work on the draft plan update!
 
I am not able to locate the Oakland-Alameda Estuary Crossing project in your tables and on the Alameda 
County map.  Was it intentionally left out?  For more information on this project, please refer to the web 
site: www.estuarycrossing.org.
 
Thank you.
 
Regards,
Gail Payne
 
 
 
Gail Payne
Transportation Coordinator
City of Alameda Public Works Dept.
950 West Mall Square, Room 127
Alameda, CA 94501-7552
510-749-5918 (tel)
510-749-5867 (fax)
510-222-7538 (TDD)
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(3/5/2009) MTC info - Re: Estuary Crossing project Page 1

From: "Gail Payne" <GPayne@ci.alameda.ca.us>
To: "BikePlan" <BikePlan@mtc.ca.gov>
CC: "MTC info" <info@mtc.ca.gov>, "Sean Co" <sco@mtc.ca.gov>
Date: 2/4/2009 9:37 AM
Subject: Re: Estuary Crossing project

Sean,
 
The estuary crossing project has been the highest priority bicycle project in the City of Alameda since the 
Bicycle Master Plan was adopted in 1999.  This project also is listed as a priority in the City of Oakland 
Bicycle Master Plan, the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan, the City of Alameda Pedestrian Plan and the 
Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan.  The existing Posey Tube path should have been part of the 2001 
regional bicycle network.  When will MTC be amending the regional bicycle network?  What does the City 
of Alameda need to do to ensure that the estuary crossing is listed as part of the regional bicycle 
network?
 
Please let me know.
 
Thank you.
 
Regards,
Gail Payne
 
 
 
Gail Payne
Transportation Coordinator
City of Alameda Public Works Dept.
950 West Mall Square, Room 127
Alameda, CA 94501-7552
510-749-5918 (tel)
510-749-5867 (fax)
510-222-7538 (TDD)

>>> "BikePlan" <BikePlan@mtc.ca.gov> 2/4/2009 9:24 AM >>>
Gail,
 
Thank you for your comment on MTC's Regional Bicycle Plan. 
 
Projects listed in the Bicycle Plan are only projects from the Regional Bikeway Network (RBN). This 
network was defined in 2001 with input from the local agencies. This plan is only an updated to the 2001 
network with a detailed inventory of which projects have been completed in the past eight years. This 
network is not an inclusive list and the Regional Bicycle Working Group will define a process to amend 
projects on the network in the future.
 
Thanks,
 
Sean 

>>> "Gail Payne" <GPayne@ci.alameda.ca.us> 11/18/2008 3:24 PM >>>
Great work on the draft plan update!
 
I am not able to locate the Oakland-Alameda Estuary Crossing project in your tables and on the Alameda 
County map.  Was it intentionally left out?  For more information on this project, please refer to the web 
site: www.estuarycrossing.org.
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Thank you.
 
Regards,
Gail Payne
 
 
 
Gail Payne
Transportation Coordinator
City of Alameda Public Works Dept.
950 West Mall Square, Room 127
Alameda, CA 94501-7552
510-749-5918 (tel)
510-749-5867 (fax)
510-222-7538 (TDD)
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From: "Gail Payne" <GPayne@ci.alameda.ca.us>
To: <BikePlan@mtc.ca.gov>, "MTC info" <info@mtc.ca.gov>, <sco@mtc.ca.gov>
CC: <lucy@bikealameda.org>, "Barry Bergman" <BBergman@ci.alameda.ca.us>, "Ob...
Date: 2/9/2009 9:01 AM
Subject: Fwd: Re: Estuary Crossing project
Attachments: TEXT.htm; AppendixA.doc

Sean,
 
Please see the below email from the BikeAlameda Executive Director - Lucy Gigli.  Why was the estuary 
crossing (project 51) taken off the regional bicycle network?  The attached Appendix A shows that it was 
part of the regional bicycle network at one point (seventh row from the top).  Is the estuary crossing 
project still included in the update and we are not finding it?  Please let us know the status of this project / 
segment.
 
Thank you.
 
Regards,
Gail Payne
 
 
Gail Payne
Transportation Coordinator
City of Alameda Public Works Dept.
950 West Mall Square, Room 127
Alameda, CA 94501-7552
510-749-5918 (tel)
510-749-5867 (fax)
510-222-7538 (TDD)

>>> Lucy Gigli <lucy@bikealameda.org> 2/8/2009 9:59 PM >>>
Gail,

This was driving me crazy, because i was at the meetings where this was originally put into the Regional 
Bike Plan.  I found Appendix A.  It is listed very clearly on the 7th line down. Project 51 as it is called in 
the countywide bike plan.  In the new Appendix A, there is nothing.  
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Regional Bicycle Plan  A‐1 

A P P E N D I X     A  

REGIONAL PROJECT LIST 
 

PROJECT COUNTY CORRIDOR 
APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

COST EST. 

Iron Horse Trail (Project #35) Alameda Tri-Valley 15.0 $9,789,000 

Davis - Estudillo - Crow Canyon Road 
(Project #10)  Alameda Eastshore-

North 
16.6 $7,293,554 

Southern Alameda County I-580 
Foothills (Project #13) 

Alameda Eastshore-
South 

21.8 $7,048,378 

Southern Alameda County I-880 
Corridor (Project #9) 

Alameda Fremont-
South Bay 

13.9 $6,610,743 

Emeryville Ped/Bike Overcrossing 
(Project #46) 

Alameda Eastshore-
North 

0.3 $6,500,780 

Highway 24 Ped/Bike Overcrossing 
(Project #47) 

Alameda Eastshore-
North 

0.3 $6,500,780 

Oakland-Alameda Connection (Project 
#51) 

Alameda Eastshore-
North 

0.3 $6,500,650 

San Ramon - Foothill Rd. - I-680 
Corridor (Project #28) Alameda Tri-Valley 15.6 $5,735,928 

BART Trail / San Leandro St. (Project 
#8) partial Alameda Eastshore-

North 
6.9 $5,307,770 

Iron Horse Trail (Project #34) Alameda Tri-Valley 8.0 $5,220,800 

Alvarado - Niles - Niles Canyon (Project 
#36) 

Alameda Tri-Valley 22.1 $4,934,277 

Northern Alameda County I-580 
Foothills (Project #11) Alameda Eastshore-

North 10.8 $4,626,152 

Stoneridge Blvd. - Jack London 
Connection (Project #24) 

Alameda Eastshore-
North 

6.8 $3,979,232 

73rd Avenue - Hegenberger (Project #5) Alameda Eastshore-
North 5.2 $3,765,353 

Highway 13 Corridor (Project #22) Alameda Eastshore-
North 

10.7 $3,543,072 

Vallecitos Rd. (Project #37) Alameda Sunol 
Gateway 14.1 $3,246,605 

Alameda-Doolittle-Lewelling (Project 
#4) 

Alameda Eastshore-
North 

9.5 $3,083,080 

Fruitvale - Broadway (Project #3) Alameda Eastshore-
North 2.9 $3,067,741 

Dougherty - Hopyard Roads (Project 
#33) 

Alameda Tri-Valley 2.5 $3,006,838 

Las Positas Creek Trail (Project #20) Alameda Tri-Valley 5.9 $2,952,326 

E. Castro Valley-Dublin Canyon (Project 
#15)  

Alameda Sunol 
Gateway 

6.5 $2,845,427 
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A P P E N D I X     A  

PROJECT COUNTY CORRIDOR 
APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

COST EST. 

Bay Trail - Northern Alameda County 
(Project #1) 

Alameda Eastshore-
North 

29.1 $2,806,515 

Livermore Avenue Undercrossing 
(Project #50) 

Alameda Tri-Valley 0.2 $2,600,520 

I-580 Undercrossing (Project #49) Alameda Tri-Valley 0.1 $2,600,260 

Tassajara Rd. (Project #38) Alameda Tri-Valley 4.0 $2,440,201 

Berkeley-Emeryville I-880 Corridor 
(Project #6) 

Alameda Eastshore-
North 

6.4 $2,332,721 

Oakland I-880 Corridor (Project #7) Alameda Eastshore-
North 

3.1 $2,178,235 

Oyster Bay – MLK Jr Connection (Bay 
Trail) 

Alameda Eastshore-
South 

1.4 $2,150,000 

Highway 92 Corridor (Project #14) Alameda Fremont-
South Bay 

4.1 $2,135,234 

MacArthur Blvd. I-580  - Foothills 
(Project #12) 

Alameda Eastshore-
North 

1 $2,005,464 

Union Point Park (Bay Trail) Alameda Eastshore-
South 

0.1 $2,000,000 

Stoneridge Blvd. (Project #23) Alameda Tri-Valley 2.4 $1,723,972 

Vineyard - Concannon (Project #31) 
partial Alameda Tri-Valley 3.1 $1,518,445 

Stanley-East Avenue (Project #27) 
partial Alameda Tri-Valley 4.6 $1,506,167 

Baumberg Tract (Bay Trail) Alameda Eastshore-
South 

4. $1,500,000 

Dublin Blvd. Extension (Project # 16) Alameda Tri-Valley 2.2 $1,435,720 

Bridge over Altamont Creek (Project 
#48) 

Alameda Tri-Valley 0.1 $1,300,260 

42nd Avenue Bridge (Project #44) Alameda Eastshore-
North 

0.1 $1,300,156 

Cerrito Creek Bridge (Project #43) Alameda Eastshore-
North 

0.1 $1,300,156 

Damon Slough Bridge (Project #41) Alameda Eastshore-
North 

0.1 $1,300,156 

Hegenberger Undercrossing (Project 
#45) 

Alameda Eastshore-
North 

0.1 $1,300,156 

San Leandro Slough Bridge (Project 
#42) 

Alameda Eastshore-
North 

0.1 $1,300,156 

Downtown Oakland Bay Trail Alameda Eastshore-
North 

1.5 $1,280,000 

Auto Mall Connector Trail (Bay Trail) Alameda Eastshore-
South 

5.2 $1,040,000 
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A P P E N D I X     A  

PROJECT COUNTY CORRIDOR 
APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

COST EST. 

Vasco Road (Project #40) partial Alameda Tri-Valley 1.0 $961,056 

Alameda Bay Trail Alameda Eastshore-
North 

4.5 $900,000 

Garrin Park Connector Trail (Bay Trail) Alameda Eastshore-
South 

4.5 $900,000 

Lake Merritt Connector Trail (Bay Trail) Alameda Eastshore-
North 

0.8 $900,000 

Old Alameda Creek Spur Trail (Bay Trail) Alameda Eastshore-
South 

4.4 $880,000 

Middle Harbor Park Connections (Bay 
Trail) 

Alameda Eastshore-
North 

3.0 $600,000 

Southern Oakland Bay Trail Alameda Eastshore-
South 

2.9 $580,000 

Jack London Blvd. - Portola (Project 
#25) 

Alameda Eastshore-
North 

2.6 $410,852 

Miscellaneous Bay Trail Alameda   28.9 TBD 

TOTAL Alameda   321.4 $152,744,888 

Carquinez Regional Shoreline Trail Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 10.0 $5,000,000 

Richmond Parkway to Wilson Point 
(Bay Trail) 

Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

6.0 $4,000,000 

Pinole Bay Trail Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

0.4 $2,500,000 

Hercules Bay Trail Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

2.1 $2,000,000 

Iron Horse to Baypoint Delta de Anza 
Trail 

Contra 
Costa 

Delta 4.7 $2,000,000 

Oakley to San Joaquin County Contra 
Costa 

Delta 7.5 $890,000 

Point San Pablo Bay Trail Spur Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

4.2 $840,000 

Oakley to Brentwood (O'Hara, Fairview) Contra 
Costa 

Delta 6.6 $785,400 

Crockett to Martinez Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

6.1 $725,900 

Highway 4 - Hwy 160 to Discovery Bay Contra 
Costa 

Delta 14.5 $684,500 

West County Landfill Trail (Bay Trail) Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

2.9 $580,000 

Antioch Bridge to Knightsen Contra 
Costa 

Delta 5.6 $565,600 

Iron Horse Trail Gap Closures Contra 
Costa 

Diablo 6.0 $536,000 
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A P P E N D I X     A  

PROJECT COUNTY CORRIDOR 
APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

COST EST. 

San Pablo Avenue Bike Lane Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

2.4 $500,000 

Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Access Contra 
Costa 

Transbay 2.9 $345,100 

Point Richmond Bay Trail Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

1.7 $340,000 

Brickyard Cove Trail Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

1.6 $320,000 

Central Richmond Greenway Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

2.5 $298,000 

Pittsburg to Clayton Contra 
Costa 

Diablo 7.3 $250,000 

West County Wastewater District (Bay 
Trail) 

Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

1.0 $200,000 

Refugio Creek Connector Trail Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

0.9 $180,000 

Antioch Delta de Anza Trail Contra 
Costa 

Delta 1.5 $178,500 

Pacheco to Concord Contra 
Costa 

Diablo 3.1 $174,000 

Pittsburg to Oakley On-Street Route Contra 
Costa 

Delta 7.1 $148,500 

Point Isabel Bay Trail Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

0.6 $120,000 

Crow Canyon Contra 
Costa 

Diablo 1.5 $84,000 

Pleasant Hill Gap Closures Contra 
Costa 

Diablo 2.2 $59,600 

San Pablo Dam Road Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

8.3 $25,000 

Pittsburg to Oakley Contra 
Costa 

Delta 7.3 $16,700 

Camino Tassajara Road Contra 
Costa 

Diablo 4.6 $13,800 

Concord Gap Closures Contra 
Costa 

Diablo 1.7 $5,100 

Fish Ranch Road Contra 
Costa 

Eastshore-
North 

0.8 $1,000 

Miscellaneous Bay Trail Contra 
Costa 

  45.5 TBD 

TOTAL Contra 
Costa   181.1 $24,366,700 

San Rafael – Larkspur Gap Closure Marin Golden 
Gate 1.0 $6,500,000 

Mill Valley–Corte Madera (North South 
Bikeway):  

Marin Golden 
Gate 

1.2 $5,250,000 
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A P P E N D I X     A  

PROJECT COUNTY CORRIDOR 
APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

COST EST. 

North South Bikeway to Sonoma County 
Study 

Marin Golden 
Gate 

16.5 $4,000,000 

San Rafael Bay Trail Marin Golden 
Gate 

16.3 $3,260,000 

Central Marin Ferry Connection Project Marin Golden 
Gate 

0.7 $2,250,000 

Tiburon Bay Trail Marin Golden 
Gate 

6.7 $1,340,000 

Hamilton Bay Trail Marin Golden 
Gate 

5.1 $1,020,000 

Highway 37 Bay Trail Marin North Bay 
East-West 

3.2 $640,000 

Bridgeway Bike Lanes (Bay Trail) Marin Golden 
Gate 

2.8 $560,000 

Strawberry Bay Trail Marin Golden 
Gate 

2.8 $560,000 

Highway 37 Access Improvements 
Study 

Marin North Bay 
East-West 

3.2 $500,000 

Richmond Bridge Access Study Marin Transbay 3.2 $500,000 

Corte Madera Bay Trail Marin Golden 
Gate 

1.5 $300,000 

Golden Gate Bridge Access 
Improvements Study 

Marin Golden 
Gate 

0.2 $150,000 

Shoreline Industrial Park Green (Bay 
Trail) 

Marin Golden 
Gate 

0.3 $90,000 

Magnolia Bikeway Project (partial) Marin Golden 
Gate 

1.0 $80,000 

Puerto Suello Gap Closure Project Marin Golden 
Gate 

0.3 $80,000 

Miscellaneous Bay Trail Marin Golden 
Gate 

27.4 TBD 

TOTAL Marin   93.4 $27,080,000 

Silverado Trail/Highway 121 (City of 
Napa) Napa Napa 

Valley 3.7 $2,745,000 

American Canyon Bay Trail Napa North Bay 
East-West 

3.0 $2,700,000 

Napa Vallejo Hwy Napa Napa 
Valley 

5.2 $2,500,000 

Jameson Canyon Path Napa North Bay 
East-West 

5.6 $1,400,000 

Duhig/Las Amigas/Cuttings Wharf Napa North Bay 
East-West 

7.5 $1,340,000 

Old Sonoma Road Napa North Bay 
East-West 

3.5 $1,000,000 
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PROJECT COUNTY CORRIDOR 
APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

COST EST. 

Napa River Connector Trail Napa Napa 
Valley 

3.3 $660,000 

Yountville Crossroad Napa Napa 
Valley 

2.6 $300,000 

Pope  Napa Napa 
Valley 

0.8 $200,000 

I-80 Regional Connector Napa Eastshore- 
North 

1.2 $100,720 

Frontage Road Napa Napa 
Valley 

3.0 $36,000 

Lincoln Street Napa Napa 
Valley 

1.0 $20,000 

1st/2nd Street Napa Napa 
Valley 

2.4 TBD 

Hwy 12 (Duhig to Solano County) Napa North Bay 
East-West 

19.6 TBD 

Miscellaneous Bay Trail Napa   21.3 TBD 

TOTAL Napa   83.7 $13,001,720 

Mission Creek Bikeway and Greenbelt San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 2.6 $10,000,000 

Candlestick Point State Recreation 
Area (Bay Trail) 

San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

1.5 $1,400,000 

Lincoln Ave. West-Coastal Trail Multi-
Use Path 

San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

1.5 $1,200,000 

Cesar Chavez Street San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

1.6 $1,047,000 

India Basin/Hunters Point Naval 
Shipyard (Bay Trail) 

San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

0.4 $500,000 

Presidio Promenade Improvements San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

2.5 $441,100 

34th Avenue San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

2.1 $347,100 

Battery East Road Multiuse Path San 
Francisco 

Golden 
Gate 

0.2 $260,000 

Fort Mason Tunnel San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

0.2 $250,000 

Marina Blvd. Path Improvement San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

1.0 $220,000 

Market Street Multimodal Study San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

3.1 $200,000 

Washington Blvd. Improvements San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

1.5 $182,160 

Broadway Tunnel San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

0.4 $179,100 
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PROJECT COUNTY CORRIDOR 
APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

COST EST. 

3rd Street San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

4.3 $178,900 

West Pacific San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

1.3 $173,580 

2nd Street San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

0.9 $67,100 

Polk Street San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

1.6 $60,000 

The Embarcadero Path San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

2.3 $15,000 

Portola Drive Class III San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

1.8 $3,900 

Market/17th/Castro Intersection San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

0.1 TBD 

Market/Hyde/Grove Intersection San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

0.1 TBD 

Howard Street Bike Lanes San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

1.8 TBD 

Sloat Blvd striping San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

2.0 TBD 

The Embarcadero/Market connection San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

0.1 TBD 

Miscellaneous Bay Trail San 
Francisco 

San 
Francisco 

12.0 TBD 

US 101/Bayshore/3rd Intersection 
Improvements 

San 
Francisco 

Peninsula 0.2 TBD 

TOTAL San 
Francisco   47.1 $16,724,940 

SFIA East Side/Bay Trail Project 
(Project #15) San Mateo Peninsula 3.4 $9,493,000 

San Francisco Airport Alignment San Mateo Peninsula 4.2 $8,000,000 

East Bayshore Freeway (Bay Trail) San Mateo Peninsula 2.0 $5,000,000 

Ralston Avenue Bikeway Interchange 
Improvements (Project #3) 

San Mateo Peninsula 0.1 $3,140,000 

Crystal Springs-3rd/4th Avenue Bikeway 
(Project #14) 

San Mateo Peninsula 4.8 $2,118,750 

San Mateo Bay Trail (Project #5) San Mateo Peninsula 5.0 $2,000,000 

US 101/Willow Road Interchange 
(Project #10) 

San Mateo Peninsula 0.1 $2,000,000 

BART/SFO Bikeway Project San Mateo Peninsula 8.3 $1,538,900 

Burlingame Bayfront Trail (Bay Trail) San Mateo Peninsula 0.3 $1,500,000 
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PROJECT COUNTY CORRIDOR 
APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

COST EST. 

Coastside Bikeway Projects (Project #9) San Mateo Peninsula 7.2 $1,412,500 

Millbrae Avenue Bridge (Bay Trail) San Mateo Peninsula 0.7 $1,300,000 

Recreational Route Bikeway 
Improvements (Project #6) partial San Mateo Peninsula 10.0 $750,000 

North Coast Bikeway (Project #7) San Mateo Peninsula 9.1 $748,750 

Redwood City Bay Trail San Mateo Peninsula 3.0 $600,000 

North-South Bikeway 
(Signing/Detectors) (Project #1) 

San Mateo Peninsula 37.4 $560,700 

San Bruno Mountain Connector Trail 
(Bay Trail) 

San Mateo Peninsula 1.8 $360,000 

North-South Bikeway (Old County Road 
Section) (Project #8) 

San Mateo Peninsula 5.7 $279,375 

Brisbane Bay Trail San Mateo Peninsula 1.3 $260,000 

Bair Island Trail (Bay Trail) San Mateo Peninsula 1.2 $240,000 

North-South Bikeway (South Section) 
(Project #4) 

San Mateo Peninsula 8.8 $220,750 

North-South Bikeway (Delaware-
California) (Project #13) 

San Mateo Peninsula 7.8 $193,750 

San Carlos Airport (Bay Trail) San Mateo Peninsula 0.8 $160,000 

North-South Bikeway (Bayshore 
Section) (Project #11) 

San Mateo Peninsula 5.7 $142,500 

East Palo Alto Northern Segment (Bay 
Trail) 

San Mateo Peninsula 0.6 $120,000 

Colma Creek Connector Trail (Bay Trail) San Mateo Peninsula 0.5 $100,000 

East Palo Alto Southern Segment (Bay 
Trail) 

San Mateo Peninsula 0.5 $100,000 

South San Francisco Bayfront Trail (Bay 
Trail) 

San Mateo Peninsula 1.2 $100,000 

Miscellaneous Bay Trail San Mateo Peninsula 7.8 TBD 

TOTAL San Mateo   139.3 $42,438,975 

Santa Clara County portions of Bay Trail 
Coyote Creek Trail 

Santa 
Clara 

Silicon 
Valley 25.0 $25,000,000 

North 101/Caltrain Corridor (Mountain 
View - San Jose Airport) 

Santa 
Clara 

Silicon 
Valley 

13.0 $20,000,000 

San Tomas/Lawrence Expressway 
Corridor 

Santa 
Clara 

Silicon 
Valley 

15.0 $20,000,000 
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PROJECT COUNTY CORRIDOR 
APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

COST EST. 

Los Gatos Creek Trail Corridor (San 
Jose) 

Santa 
Clara 

Silicon 
Valley 

5.0 $15,000,000 

Los Gatos Creek Trail Existing 
Access/Safety Improvements 
(Campbell - Los Gatos) 

Santa 
Clara 

Silicon 
Valley 5.0 $5,000,000 

Coyote Creek Trail (Coyote Hellyer Park) Santa 
Clara 

Silicon 
Valley 

16.0 $3,000,000 

Capitol Expressway at Monterey Rd. 
Shoulder Improvements 

Santa 
Clara 

Silicon 
Valley 

0.1 $1,000,000 

Foothill Expressway at Loyola Corners 
Shoulder Improvements 

Santa 
Clara 

Peninsula 0.1 $1,000,000 

Sunnyvale/Borragas Corridor Santa 
Clara 

Silicon 
Valley 

3.0 TBD 

Highway 9 to Santa Cruz Santa 
Clara 

Silicon 
Valley 

7.9 TBD 

Miscellaneous Bay Trail Santa 
Clara 

  33 TBD 

TOTAL Santa 
Clara 

  123.1 $90,000,000 

Dixon to Vacaville Bike Route Solano Eastshore-
North 12.0 $9,760,000 

Jepson Parkway/Vacaville to Suisun 
City 

Solano Eastshore-
North 

12.0 $4,320,000 

Fairfield to Vallejo (Solano Bikeway) Solano Eastshore-
North 

10.0 $2,350,000 

Davis to Dixon Bikeway  Solano Eastshore-
North 

5.5 $1,480,000 

Benicia-Martinez Bridge Connection Solano Eastshore-
North 

0.2 $1,140,000 

Cordelia to Napa County Solano North Bay 
East-West 

2.9 $1,050,000 

Vallejo to Benicia Solano North Bay 
East-West 

3.5 $930,000 

Suisun City to Rio Vista Solano North Bay 
East-West 

20.0 $900,000 

Central County Bikeway Solano Eastshore-
North 

2.3 $850,000 

Carquinez Bridge Connection Solano Eastshore-
North 

0.1 $760,000 

Vallejo to Sonoma County (SR 37)  Solano North Bay 
East-West 

1.6 $600,000 

Benicia to Cordelia Solano Eastshore-
North 

13.0 $250,000 

Vallejo to Napa Solano Napa 
Valley 

4.2 $190,000 
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PROJECT COUNTY CORRIDOR 
APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

COST EST. 

Benicia to Martinez Solano Eastshore-
North 

2.2 $120,000 

Vallejo to Carquinez Bridge  Solano Eastshore-
North 

1.5 $90,000 

Miscellaneous Bay Trail Solano   18.6 TBD 

TOTAL Solano   109.6 $24,790,000 

NWP Bicycle/Pedestrian Path Sonoma Golden 
Gate 30.0 $10,250,000 

Sonoma County Bike Lanes (Bay Trail) Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

43.0 $6,230,000 

Joe Rodota Trail – Stony Point to 
Downtown Santa Rosa 

Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

1.3 $2,500,000 

Street Smart Sebastopol Improvements Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

1.2 $1,000,000 

Sonoma-Schellville Trail Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

3.0 $637,500 

Old Redwood Hwy/Mendocino 
Ave./Santa Rosa Ave. 

Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

5.3 $616,410 

Healdsburg Ave.-Lytton Springs Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

3.0 $141,000 

Petaluma Hill Rd. – Santa Rosa to 
Roberts 

Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

6.4 $60,200 

Old Redwood Hwy – Cotati to Petaluma Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

3.1 $24,800 

Arnold Dr. – Country Club to Madrone Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

6.3 $18,000 

Cloverdale to Healdsburg Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

14.0 TBD 

Healdsburg Route (Healdsburg/Piper/ 
1st) 

Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

2.4 TBD 

Sebastopol to Cotati Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

7.5 TBD 

Hwy 37  Sonoma North Bay 
East-West 

6.2 TBD 

Cotati to Rohnert Park Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

2.5 TBD 

Santa Rosa to Eldridge (Hwy 12, Arnold) Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

12.0 TBD 

College / 4th (Santa Rosa) Sonoma North Bay 
East-West 

1.5 TBD 

Petaluma to Sonoma (Lakeville, Hwy 
116, Arnold, Leveroni, Napa) 

Sonoma North Bay 
East-West 

15.0 TBD 

Mendocino to Cloverdale Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

4.0 TBD 
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PROJECT COUNTY CORRIDOR 
APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

COST EST. 

Napa County to Hwy 37 (Arnold, 
Fremont, Ramal) 

Sonoma North Bay 
East-West 

13.0 TBD 

Petaluma Blvd – Stony Point to 
southern City Limits 

Sonoma Golden 
Gate 

4.5 TBD 

TOTAL Sonoma   185.2 $21,477,910 

Oakland-San Francisco Bay Bridge (East 
Span)   Transbay 2.5 $50,000,000 

Oakland-San Francisco Bay Bridge 
(West Span)   Transbay 3.0 $65,000,000 

San Mateo-Hayward Bridge   Transbay 8.0 $84,000,000 

Richmond-San Rafael Bridge   Transbay 4.0 $93,400,000 

TOTAL BRIDGES     17.5 $292,400,000 

TOTAL     1,301.4 $705,025,133 
 
* The project list and cost estimates will be modified following the completion of current planning efforts. 
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(3/5/2009) MTC info - Re: typo ($710 billion) in draft bike plan Page 1

From: BikePlan
To: Erik Ostrom
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov;  Sean Co
Date: 2/4/2009 9:29 AM
Subject: Re: typo ($710 billion) in draft bike plan 

Erik,
 
Thank you for your comment on the Regional Bicycle Plan. 
 
We appreciate you catching this typo. The plan will be corrected to change $710 billion to $710 million.
 
Sean

>>> Erik Ostrom <eostrom@drowning.org> 12/2/2008 12:22 PM >>>
You've probably already caught this one, but on page 65 of the November draft of the MTC bike plan 
(http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/MTC_bike_plan_DRAFT_11-5-08.pdf), it says:

About $1.9 billion is  

expected to be available for bicycle projects  
from non�Regional Bikeway Network  
program funds between 2008 and 2035.   
Since $710 billion of expected revenue will
be dedicated to the construction of the  
Regional Bikeway Network, about $1.16  
billion is projected to be available to fund  
bicycle projects and programs beyond the  
Regional Bikeway Network, like those  
discussed in the “Other Costs” section  
earlier in this chapter.

$710 billion is an alarming number, so I went back and looked at the math; it looks to me like it was 
meant to be $710 million, which subtracted from $1.87 billion ("about $1.9 billion") would leave $1.16 
billion.

--Erik Ostrom
  eostrom@drowning.org
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(3/5/2009) MTC info - Re: Draft Transportation 2035 Plan Available for Comment Page 1

From: MTC info
To: JLucas1099@aol.com
Date: 1/13/2009 12:21 PM
Subject: Re: Draft Transportation 2035 Plan Available for Comment

Hello, Ms. Lucas.

Most of the main libraries in the Bay Area should have the document. Is there a library in particular 
you're looking to find it at?

You can find it at our library here in Oakland, MTC-ABAG Library. If you e-mail them at 
library@mtc.ca.gov, I'm sure they will send you a copy as well.

Please let me know if you have further questions.

Pam Grove
MTC Public Information

>>> <JLucas1099@aol.com> 12/19/2008 4:24:56 PM >>>
Re: MTC Draft Transportation 2035 Plan.....Where will this plan be  available 
to be read in hard copy? What libraries will carry it?
 
Thank you very much.
 
 
Libby Lucas, Conservation
CNPS Santa Clara Valley Chapter
174 Yerba Santa Ave.,
Los Altos, CA 94022
**************One site keeps you connected to all your email: AOL Mail, 
Gmail, and Yahoo Mail. Try it now. 
(http://www.aol.com/?optin=new-dp&icid=aolcom40vanity&ncid=emlcntaolcom00000025)
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(3/5/2009) MTC info - Re: Draft RTP - one question Page 1

From: Ursula Vogler
To: mark miletich
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 1/15/2009 5:21 PM
Subject: Re: Draft RTP - one question

Dear Mark:

Thank you for your inquiry. The TransLink funding number below is basically correct ($408 million is 
listed in the RTP) and is in year-of-expenditure dollars. This amount will go to operate and maintain the 
TransLink system over the next 25 years. The TransLink unique daily ridership figure is also correct, 
although it reflects the number of unique riders today, not the number of unique riders in 25 years. The 
TransLink system is expected to serve hundreds of thousands of riders by that time.

If you have any other questions, please let me know. Thank you for your interest in the Transportation 
2035 Plan.

Best regards,

Ursula Ogler
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA  94607-4700
Phone: 510/817-5785
Fax: 510/817-5848
Email: uvogler@mtc.ca.gov 

>>> "mark miletich" <mark.miletich@gmail.com> 12/19/2008 3:59 PM >>>
Please verify accuracy of numbers in RTP.

Translink unique daily ridership = 20,000 unique riders
Translink total funding - $400,000,000
Cost to MTC for each unique rider - $20,000

Mark Miletich
Concord, CA
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From: mark miletich <mark.miletich@gmail.com>
To: Ursula Vogler <uvogler@mtc.ca.gov>
CC: Randy Rentschler <RRentschler@mtc.ca.gov>
Date: 1/16/2009 8:34 AM
Subject: Draft RTP - TransLink question

Dear Ursula:

Thank you for taking the time to respond to my RTP question about TransLink
funding.

I suggest that you do more research about projects before you try to explain
them to the public.  In this particular case, your public (that would be me)
has spent 19 years developing the TIP at MTC and so I am aware that
approximately $350,000,000 of the $408 million in the RTP are funds already
spent and/or programmed to TransLink.  So your comment that:

This amount (referring to the $408 million) will go to operate and maintain
> the TransLink system over the next 25 years.

could be construed as misleading, or worse.

As you may, or may not, know, I have been barking up the TransLink tree for
many years now, both when I worked at MTC and since my retirement.  I am
just frustrated as hundreds of millions of dollars continue to be poured
into this poorly managed boondoggle of a project.

Thanks again for taking the time to address my issues.

Mark Miletich
Concord, CA

cc:  RR
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(3/9/2009) MTC info - RE: T-2035 Comments (Philliips-Motorcyles) Page 1

From: John Goodwin
To: BigWayne19
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov;  Pam Grove
Date: 2/12/2009 2:55 PM
Subject: RE: T-2035 Comments (Philliips-Motorcyles)

Dear Mr. Phillips:
   Thank you for the comments you have submitted regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan and the 
associated Draft Environmental Impact Report. You are correct that the Draft Plan does not specifically 
mention motorcycles or scooters. We agree as well that if fuel prices remained above the $4 per gallon 
level for an extended period of time, motorcycles likely would account for a bigger share of all vehicles 
than they currently do, and that this in turn likely would lead to a reduction in highway congestion. 
   As noted on page 8 of the Draft Plan, "the rise or fall of gasoline and diesel prices can be powerful 
forces of change, but their future course is perilous to predict." With this in mind, I urge motorcyclists, 
and all travelers, to consider the Draft Plan's emphasis on maintaining and operating the transportation 
system that already is in place. This includes local streets and roads as well as state highways and transit 
systems.
   The Draft Transportation 2035 Plan quite clearly aims to improve the condition of our transportation 
assets -- including the pavement on our streets and highways -- and to reduce both collisions and 
fatalities. These are investments that will pay dividends for motorcyclists as well as car drivers, bicyclists 
and pedestrians.
    The Draft Plan directs $25 billion to the maintenance of local streets and roads, $22 billion to state 
highway maintenance, and some $20 billion to efficiency improvements on streets and highways through 
traffic light synchronization, ramp metering and the like. All told, 73 percent of all anticipated revenues 
from 2010 to 2035 are dedicated to maintenance and another 9 percent for system efficiency 
improvements. Only 3 percent of expected revenues are dedicated to highway expansion. A careful look 
at the Draft Plan shows there is a lot for motorcyclists to like.
   Your comments will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to vote on a final version 
of the Transportation 2035 Plan next month. In the meantime, we invite you to continue to share your 
thoughts with MTC. We appreciate not only your comments on the Draft Plan and the Draft EIR, but your 
ongoing advocacy for motorcycles and motorcyclists, and your interest in regional transportation issues.
     

---------- looks like you-all still don't mention motorcycles or scooters .
. . 

Big

ps:   convert 20% of existing traffic to motorcycles/scooters and you won't
need a new bore for the caldecott tunnel .

-----Original Message-----
From: MTC info [mailto:info@mtc.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, 13 January, 2009 3:23 PM
To: BigWayne19
Subject: RE: MTC Scoping Meetings for Transportation2035EnvironmentalImpact
Report

Yes, it is.
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(3/9/2009) MTC info - RE: T-2035 Comments (Philliips-Motorcyles) Page 2

Here is the link:

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/EIR.htm 

MTC Public Information

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> "BigWayne19" <BigWayne19@Comcast.NET> 1/13/2009 3:14:46 PM >>>
---------- any chance it's on-line ? . . .

Big 

-----Original Message-----
From: MTC info [mailto:info@mtc.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, 13 January, 2009 3:02 PM
To: BigWayne19
Subject: RE: MTC Scoping Meetings for Transportation 2035EnvironmentalImpact
Report

Thank you for your past comments on the scope of the environmental
assessment. The Draft EIR is now available for public review and comment.
You may provide us a written comment on the Draft EIR, and we also welcome
your oral comments on the Draft EIR at an upcoming public hearing:

Tuesday, January 27, 2009
Public Hearing/Workshop: San Francisco
7 p.m. to 9 p.m.
San Francisco State Downtown Campus
Room 609
835 Market Street, San Francisco

OR

Wednesday, January 28, 2009
Public Hearing: Oakland
10:05 a.m.
MTC Commission Meeting
Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter
Lawrence D. Dahms Auditorium
101 Eighth Street, Oakland
(at the Lake Merritt BART station)
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Written comments on the Draft EIR must be received by 4 p.m. on Monday,
February 2, 2009, at 101 Eighth St., Oakland, CA  94607, Attn: Ashley
Nguyen, Planning Section; faxed to MTC, Attn: Ashley Nguyen, at
510.817.5848; or sent via E-mail to anguyen@mtc.ca.gov.

Ashley Nguyen
Senior Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
Tel. 510.817.5809 | Fax 510.817.5848

>>> "BigWayne19" <BigWayne19@comcast.net> 3/6/2008 4:44:50 PM >>>
 
Are there significant transportation-related environmental issues such as
air quality, climate change or land use that MTC should explore in its
environmental assessment of the Transportation 2035 Plan?

--------- yes.  motorcycles . . .
 
Contribute to the discussion!

---------- why not via email ? . . .
 
 
MTC currently is seeking comments on the scope and content of the
environmental information that will be evaluated in the EIR. 

---------- most of your/our problems will go away when gasoline reaches
$4.75/gal.   because then motorcycles/scooters will be >20% of the traffic -
which will look as if traffic was reduced by 15% . . .
 
Written comments can be sent to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission,
101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA 94607 (attention: Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project
Manager). Comments must be received by MTC by no later than March 21, 2008.

---------- no e, ashley ? . . .

Big
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 From: "BigWayne19" <BigWayne19@Comcast.NET>
To: "'John Goodwin'" <jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov>
CC: "'MTC info'" <info@mtc.ca.gov>, "'Pam Grove'" <pgrove@mtc.ca.gov>
Date: 2/12/2009 4:04 PM
Subject: RE: T-2035 Comments (Philliips-Motorcyles)

 the Draft Plan does not specifically mention motorcycles or scooters. We
agree that if fuel prices remained above the $4 per gallon level for an
extended period of time, motorcycles likely would account for a bigger share
of all vehicles than they currently do, and that this in turn likely would
lead to a reduction in highway congestion. 

I urge motorcyclists to consider the Draft Plan's emphasis on maintaining
and operating the transportation system that already is in place. ...local
streets and roads as well as state highways and transit systems.

----------- how about using yer changeable traffic signs to remind
cars/trucks/suvs that it is already the law to signal their turns ?   that
they should move to the right after overtaking other vehicles ?   how about
half-lanes around toll booths (for two-wheelers ) ?  and how about legal
recognition of shoulders and medians (for two-wheelers ) ?  

who's in charge of those signs, anyway ? . . .

   The Draft Transportation 2035 Plan quite clearly aims to improve the
condition of our transportation assets -- including the pavement on our
streets and highways -- and to reduce both collisions and fatalities. These
are investments that will pay dividends for motorcyclists as well as car
drivers, bicyclists and pedestrians.

---------- stipulated . . .

A careful look at the Draft Plan shows there is a lot for motorcyclists to
like.

------------ a lot seems like a lot more than what motorcyclists would
really like to have or NEED to have, like overt notice that motorcycles are
welcome in HOV lanes, overt notice that motorcycles are FREE in HOT lanes,
. . .

We appreciate not only your comments on the Draft Plan and the Draft EIR,
but your ongoing advocacy for motorcycles and motorcyclists, and your
interest in regional transportation issues.
     
---------- looks like you-all still don't mention motorcycles or scooters .
. . 

Big

ps:   convert 20% of existing traffic to motorcycles/scooters and you won't
need a new bore for the caldecott tunnel .

Here is the link:
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http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/EIR.htm 

MTC Public Information

>>> "BigWayne19" <BigWayne19@Comcast.NET> 1/13/2009 3:14:46 PM >>>
---------- any chance it's on-line ? . . .

Big 

Thank you for your past comments on the scope of the environmental
assessment. The Draft EIR is now available for public review and comment.
You may provide us a written comment on the Draft EIR, and we also welcome
your oral comments on the Draft EIR at an upcoming public hearing:

Written comments on the Draft EIR must be at anguyen@mtc.ca.gov.

Ashley Nguyen
Senior Transportation Planner/Analyst

>>> "BigWayne19" <BigWayne19@comcast.net> 3/6/2008 4:44:50 PM >>>
 
Are there significant transportation-related environmental issues such as
air quality, climate change or land use that MTC should explore in its
environmental assessment of the Transportation 2035 Plan?

--------- yes.  motorcycles . . .
 
Contribute to the discussion!

---------- why not via email ? . . .
  
MTC currently is seeking comments on the scope and content of the
environmental information that will be evaluated in the EIR. 

---------- most of your/our problems will go away when gasoline reaches
$4.75/gal.   because then motorcycles/scooters will be >20% of the traffic -
which will look as if traffic was reduced by 15% . . .

Big
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From: Liz Brisson
To: Allen Tacy
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 1/16/2009 8:37 AM
Subject: Re: T2035 Definition of Terms

Dear Mr. Tacy-

Thank you for your questions regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan.  The following provides 
additional information regarding the terms you asked about:

Density Group Definitions
Rural: <500 persons/job per square mile
Rural-Suburban: 500-1,000 persons/jobs per square mile
Suburban-Dispersed: 1,000-6,000 persons/jobs per square mile
Suburban-Dense: 6,000-10,000 persons/jobs per square mile
Urban: 10,000 to 20,000 persons/jobs per square mile
Urban Core: >20,000 persons/jobs per square mile

Income Group Definitions (in 2006 dollars)
Low income: Annual income less than $40,000
Moderate low income: Annual income $40,000-$75,000
Moderate high income: Annual income $75,000-$125,000
High income: Annual income greater than $125,000

Particulate Matter Definitions and Additional Information

Coarse particulate matter, or PM10, is primarily composed of large particles from sources such as road 
dust, residential wood burning, construction/demolition activities, and emissions from on- and off-road 
engines.  Fine particulate matter, or PM2.5, refers to particles less than or equal to 2.5 microns in 
diameter, and contains particles formed in the air from primary gaseous emissions. Examples include 
sulfates formed from SO2 emissions from power plants and industrial facilities, nitrates formed from NOx 
emissions from power plants, automobiles, and other combustion sources, and carbon formed from 
organic gas emissions from automobiles and industrial facilities. Coarse and fine particulate matters are 
small enough to get into the lungs and can cause numerous health problems, including respiratory 
conditions such as asthma and bronchitis, and heart and lung disease. People with heart or lung disease, 
the elderly, and children are at highest risk from exposure to particulate matter.

Emissions of particulate matter from trucks and automobiles vary by year and make of the vehicles; 
however, emissions from diesel trucks and buses are one source of particular concern.  The Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Transportation 2035 plan includes an analysis of diesel particulate 
matter emissions on page 2.2-23, which are forecast to decrease by 77 percent in 2035 with 
implementation of the Transportation 2035 Plan.  State regulations and regional programs aimed at 
improving air quality will also contribute to this reduction in 2035.  Additional information can be found 
on particulate matter on pp. 2.2-7 and 2.2-8 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Transportation 2035 Plan  (online at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/EIR.htm).

We will forward your questions on to the full Commission.  The Commission is expected to adopt a final 
version of the Transportation 2035 Plan at their March 25th meeting.  You can stay up to date on 
meetings and additional opportunities for public comment related to the Transportation 2035 Plan by 
checking our website at www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035.  Thank you for your time and interest in the 
Transportation 2035 Plan.
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Sincerelely,

Liz Brisson
Assistant Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
510-817-5794

>>> Allen Tacy <allentac@sonic.net> 12/22/2008 9:01 AM >>>
Dear sir - A number of terms used in your Draft released December 8  
need definition for this layman:

● Urban and Urban core
● Suburban and Dense suburban
● Rural and Rural suburban
● Low income and Moderate low income
● Medium income
● High income
● PM2.5 and PM10 - what produces them, what are their consequences,  
and specifically are these emissions relatively higher from trucks  
than autos?

Allen Tacy
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From: MTC info
To: Rich Tretten
Date: 3/24/2009 11:55 AM
Subject: Re: Draft Transportation 2035 Plan Available for Comment

Dear Mr. Tretten,

Thank you for your past comments on the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan in which you expressed 
concern for the ability of South Bay residents to comment on the plan. I wanted to let you know that 
MTC has postponed adoption of the final Transportation 2035 Plan, and the comment period is being 
extended. To find out more information on the postponement and the revised adoption schedule, please 
visit the MTC Web site at www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035.

While you are correct that neither of the two public hearings on the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan in 
January 2009 were held in Santa Clara County, there were several meetings held in the South Bay during 
this planning process. Phase I included three workshops, one of which was held in San Jose; Phase II 
included a public workshop, a focus group and a community-based outreach focus group all in Santa 
Clara County; in addition, MTC's telephone polls and surveys are conducted around the region, including 
Santa Clara County. For more information on outreach conducted over the past two years, see the Draft 
Public Outreach and Involvement Program Report, which can be found on MTC's Web site at: 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/Supplementary/Final_2035_Phase_1_and_2_Outreach_Repo
rt.pdf 

Revisions to the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan will be presented at the March 25, 2009 Commission 
meeting, which is audiocast and can be heard live from MTC's Web site or reviewed later via the audio 
archives. A 14-day public comment period will begin on March 25, 2009 and close at 4 p.m. on April 8, 
2009. 

We invite your further comments on the plan, and will forward all of your comments on to the full 
Commission, which is expected to adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring. 
For updated information on the process and further opportunities to comment, please visit out Web site 
at www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035. 

Again, thank you for your comments and your interest in the region's transportation plan.

Pam Grove
MTC Public Information

>>> "Rich Tretten" <tretten@mindspring.com> 12/22/2008 9:13 AM >>>
Thank you for the following email about the Draft Transportation Plan 2035.

However, why are  public hearings only held in SF and in Oakland?  San Jose, the largest city in the Bay 
Area, voted for BART to San Jose in both 2000 and in 2008.  Yet MTC is not willing to have a public 
hearing in San Jose/Santa Clara County with a population of 990,000/1.7 million?  San Jose will 
eventually be served by High Speed Rail and BART. In 20 years, San Jose will become a major transit 
hub for the Bay Area.  It's time for MTC to, also, hold meetings in the South Bay to communicate transit 
issues to Santa Clara County. 

Richard Tretten
San Jose, CA
  ----- Original Message ----- 
  From: MTC info 
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  To: MTC info 
  Sent: Friday, December 19, 2008 2:41 PM
  Subject: Draft Transportation 2035 Plan Available for Comment

  MTC RELEASES THE DRAFT TRANSPORTATION 2035 PLAN: CHANGE IN MOTION

  After nearly two years of dialogue and technical analysis, MTC on December 19, 2008 released the Draft 
Transportation 2035 Plan: Change in Motion for public review and comment. The draft document is the 
Bay Area's transportation blueprint for investing $226 billion in projected revenue expected to flow to the 
region over the next 25 years. You are invited to comment on this document and its attempt to influence, 
cause or initiate a whole range of "changes in motion." 

  View All Documents Online!
  To save costs and paper, MTC encourages you to view both the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan for the 
San Francisco Bay Area and its companion Draft Environmental Impact Report online at 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/index.htm. Other technical reports also will be available 
online. If you require a printed copy, send an e-mail to library@mtc.ca.gov or call 510.817.5836. 

  Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
  Written comments on the Draft EIR must be received by 4 p.m. on Monday, February 2, 2009, at 101 
Eighth St., Oakland, CA  94607, Attn: Ashley Nguyen, Planning Section; faxed to MTC, Attn: Ashley 
Nguyen, at 510.817.5848; or sent via e-mail to anguyen@mtc.ca.gov.

  Draft Transportation 2035 Plan
  Written comments on the Draft Plan must be received by 4 p.m. Monday, March 2, 2009. Additional 
comments can be made before the Commission at its public meetings up to adoption of the plan, 
expected March 25, 2009. Written comments must be submitted to MTC via mail (at 101 Eighth St., 
Oakland, CA 94607, Attn: Public Information); via e-mail to info@mtc.ca.gov or faxed to MTC at 
510.817.5848, Attn: Public Information.

  Attend a Public Hearing 
  Comment on both draft documents at a public hearing:

  Tuesday, January 27, 2009
  Public Hearing/Workshop: San Francisco 
  7 p.m. to 9 p.m.
  San Francisco State Downtown Campus
  Room 609
  835 Market Street, San Francisco

  OR 

  Wednesday, January 28, 2009
  Public Hearing: Oakland 
  10:05 a.m.
  MTC Commission Meeting
  Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter
  Lawrence D. Dahms Auditorium
  101 Eighth Street, Oakland 
  (across from the Lake Merritt BART station)

  If you do plan on attending a public hearing, please RSVP via e-mail to info@mtc.ca.gov or phone the 
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Public Information Office at 510.817.5757. Please leave your contact information and let us know which 
hearing you plan to attend. And should you have questions, feel free to phone the Public Information 
Office for assistance.

  Accessible Meetings:  Sign-language interpreters or readers will be provided if requested at least three 
business days in advance; every effort will be made to provide interpreters for non-English speakers if 
requested at least five business days in advance. To make your request, please call 510.817.5757.
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From: BikePlan
To: Dustin White
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/4/2009 10:13 AM
Subject: Re: Regional Bike Plan Comments

Dustin,
 
Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan and corrections to the Regional Bikeways 
Network (RBN). We appreciate the effort to correct project listings on the RBN.
 
All of your corrections to projects will be made to the maps as well as the project tables in Appendix A 
and B. 
 
MTC conducted a through review by requesting agencies provide the best cost estimates and segment 
descriptions in two rounds of review in 2007. We realize that costs and projects have changed since 
then. Due to the changing nature of the project listings, the corrections will not appear in the Final 
Regional Bicycle Plan but will rather be posted to MTC's website. This will allow us to make changes as 
needed. Please note that since your project is listed as part of the RBN, it is included in the $1 billion 
investment package that is outlined in the Draft Transportation 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 
 
Thanks,
 
Sean

>>> "White, Dustin" <Dustin.White@sfmta.com> 12/22/2008 2:55 PM >>>

Hi Sean,
 
I have reviewed MTC’s Draft Regional Bicycle Plan for consistency with San Francisco’s Bicycle Plan.  In 
general, the map of the regional bikeway network for San Francisco County looks consistent with San 
Francisco’s bicycle route network, but there are a few discrepancies.  The following segments are shown 
on the regional map, but are not shown in the San Francisco Bicycle Plan:
15th Streetbetween Market and Harrison Streets
Pacific Avenuebetween Arguello Boulevard and Presidio Avenue
Fort Mason Tunnel
Path along the extreme northern edge of the Marina Green 
 
I also took a quick look at Appendices A and B, and have some questions/corrections.  I don't know what 
MTC considers "built" - but many of the segments listed as "built" have no facilities, while other segments 
listed as "unbuilt" have been completed.  Below are my detailed comments.
 
Appendix A:
 
SF-2:  3rd Street – note that this route has been moved OFF OF 3rd Street ONTO Illinois/Terry 
Francois/Cargo for a portion of this route between the intersection of 3rd/Terry Francois and 3rd/Cargo
SF-3:  Battery East - Contact Presidio – this project may have been completed
SF-15:  Presidio Promenade - Contact Presidio – this project may have been completed
SF-20:  Washington Blvd. - Contact Presidio – this project may have been completed
SF-21:  West Pacific - Contact Presidio – this project may have been completed
SF-22:  West-Coastal Trail - Contact Presidio – this project may have been completed
SF-26:  Folsom Street - This project has been completed – 0.4 miles are listed as unbuilt – unclear which 

#58



(3/9/2009) MTC info - Re: Regional Bike Plan Comments Page 2

portion is unbuilt – an eastbound bike lane exists on Folsom Street except one block between Spear 
Street and The Embarcadero
SF-27:  16th Street - This project has been completed – 0.3 miles are listed as unbuilt – unclear which 
portion is unbuilt – bike lanes exist on 16th Street between 3rd and Kansas Streets.  Project endpoints for 
this project are also unclear – 16th Street does not intersect Division Street.
SF-28:  11th Street - Unclear why this is listed in Appendix A if there are no unbuilt miles.
SF-33:  Broadway – Sharrows have been added to portions of Broadway between The Embarcadero and 
Columbus Avenue, so this project should be considered partially built.
SF-34:  Broadway to Ocean Beach – The portion of this project on Lake Street should be listed as 
complete (bike lanes exist on Lake Street between Arguello and 28th Avenue).  Also, sharrows exist on 
Clement Street between 34th and 43rd Avenues.
SF-38:  Alemany/San Jose – 0.1 miles are listed as unbuilt – unclear which portion is unbuilt?
SF-40:  15th Street is not part of the City’s existing or planned bicycle route network.
SF-43:  Masonic/Presidio - Sharrows exist on Presidio Avenue between Geary Boulevard and Pacific 
Avenue, so this project should be considered partially built.
 
Appendix B:
 
The following Projects, which are listed in Appendix A as having partially built segments, are missing from 
Appendix B.  If there are segments that are partially built, shouldn’t they show up in Appendix B?
 
SF-2:  3rd Street
SF-5:  Cesar Chavez Street
SF-7:  Howard Street
SF-9:  Market Street
SF-13:  Polk Street
SF-20:  Washington Blvd.
SF-22:  West-Coastal Trail Mulituse Path – Lincoln Blvd.
SF-25:  The Wiggle
SF-26:  Folsom Street
SF-27:  16th Street
SF-28:  11th Street
SF-30:  Potrero Avenue
SF-37:  Daily City BART to Sloat
SF-38:  Alemany/San Jose
SF-40:  14th/15th Couplet
SF-41:  7th/McAllister
SF-50:  Bay Trail
 
Here are other specific comments for Appendix B:
 
SF-8:  Planned improvements have not been made – I would not consider this “built”, although path does 
exist
SF-14:  San Francisco Bicycle Plan recommends upgrading to Class II – should this be listed as 
“unbuilt”?
SF-17:  The Port of San Francisco should be consulted to determine if bicycling on the Embarcadero 
Promenade Path is legal or not
SF-23:  San Francisco Bicycle Plan recommends improvements on portions of route on Transverse and 
Kezar Drives – should this be listed as “unbuilt”?
SF-35:  San Francisco Bicycle Plan recommends minor improvements – should this be listed as 
“unbuilt”?
SF-36:  San Francisco Bicycle Plan recommends upgrading to Class II – should this be listed as 
“unbuilt”?
SF-39:  San Francisco Bicycle Plan recommends minor improvements on some portions – should this be 
listed as “unbuilt”?
SF-42:  8th Street is one-way southbound – what about 7th Street northbound couplet?
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SF-45:  San Francisco Bicycle Plan recommends minor improvements – should this be listed as 
“unbuilt”?
SF-46:  San Francisco Bicycle Plan recommends upgrading to Class II – should this be listed as 
“unbuilt”?
SF-47:  San Francisco Bicycle Plan recommends minor improvements on some portions – should this be 
listed as “unbuilt”?
SF-48:  San Francisco Bicycle Plan recommends minor improvements – should this be listed as 
“unbuilt”?
 
 
Let us know the best way for us to provide additional details, if needed.
 
Best,
 
Dustin
 
***************
Dustin White
SFMTA - Bicycle Program
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
p: 415-701-4603 | f: 415-701-4343
dustin.white@sfmta.com| sfmta.com/bikes
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From: Carolyn Clevenger
To: Nieman, Steve
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 1/22/2009 9:52 AM
Subject: Re: Comment on "Draft Transportation Plan 2035: Change in Motion"

Steve,

Thank you for your comment on MTC's Transportation 2035 regarding the "Moving Goods in Northern 
California" piece. 

The "Moving Goods in Northern California" piece features two primary initiatives that MTC focused on 
since the last regional transportation plan: the Trade Corridors Improvement Fund (TCIF) and the Goods 
Movement/Land Use Study, which you mentioned and which your firm is working on. The section was 
not meant to be a comprehensive report on all important goods movement needs and issues in the 
region. The 2004 Regional Goods Movement Study for the San Francisco Bay Area provides information 
on both intra- and inter-regional goods movement, and is the region's most comprehensive goods 
movement document. It can be found on MTC's website at: www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/rgm.

In November 2006, California voters approved Proposition 1B, which included the Trade Corridors 
Improvement Fund. MTC, as well as other MPOs throughout the state, focused a great deal of energy on 
developing programs to compete for that funding. It is one of the few funding sources focused 
exclusively on goods movement, and MTC continues to believe it was important to focus our efforts on 
that program. To be competitive in this program, and to comply with the multi-regional, corridor-based 
direction given to the regions by the state and the California Transportation Commission (CTC), MTC 
focused on the two interregional and international trade corridors described in the "Moving Goods in 
Northern California" piece. Many of our partner regional planning agencies in the Central Valley focused 
on I-5, which we also agree is of course and important goods movement corridor in the state.

While you are correct that statewide goods movement initiatives are the jurisdiction of the state, Caltrans 
and the CTC requested that the regional agencies be actively involved in the TCIF program, and MTC 
worked hard to be responsive to those requests. Goods movement issues within the MTC region are also 
very important, and MTC will continue to try to improve the entire Bay Area goods movement system.

We appreciate your input and your comments will be forwarded to the Commission. The final action on 
the draft plan is expected by the Commission on March 25 and you can stay up to date by checking 
www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035. 

Carolyn Clevenger

Carolyn Clevenger
Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607

510.817.5736
cclevenger@mtc.ca.gov

>>> "Steve Nieman" <snieman@tiogagroup.com> 12/24/2008 11:15 AM >>>
Ladies and Gentlemen:
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I would like to submit this comment on the content and emphasis in the
section "Moving Goods in Northern California" in the draft 2035
Transportation plan.   

 

My overwhelming thought deals with the first sentence in the second
paragraph on page 73, which starts "In Northern California, trade primarily
occurs along two major trade corridors connecting."  While the statement is
partially true, starting this section with such an orientation creates an
emphasis for the entire section that is misplaced for at least two reasons.
(I say "partially true" because surely MTC would agree that there is a third
trade corridor in Northern California that runs north-south along I-5 and
USH 99).  First, what goes on within the MTC nine-county region is far more
important than what involves the rest of California or the rest of our
nation.  That is because only about 20-30% of the truck trips in the MTC
nine-county region leave the region; that is, 70-80% of the truck trips
(both trip ends) stay within the region because they have a trip length of
100 miles or less according to the VIUS reports from the federal government
(which defines the region slightly larger).  That is, for the MTC, the more
appropriate emphasis for goods movement should be within its region first.
Unfortunately, this draft of this section minimizes that consideration.
Secondly, while it is appropriate and necessary for MTC to coordinate goods
movement policies and action plans with other MPOs, particularly those
adjacent to it, and the State of California, that topic is the jurisdiction
of the State (of course, with active input from affected MPOs). Hence, in
this document, it seems to me, that to speak only to two major trade
corridors is to forsake MTC's primary jurisdiction, overlook a primary
opportunity for action plans, and invite a critique to the effect that MTC
does not sufficiently concern itself with goods movement within its own
territory.

 

On a very positive note, I would strongly commend MTC for recognizing that
land use policy and decisions have, in the past, and are today, adding
unnecessary miles to many of the truck trips to, from and within the region.
That topic has not received the emphasis that it deserves, but now it
should, particularly with MTC being so keenly aware and active on the topic.
Also, MTC is to be commended for taking a lead, active, and insightful role
on freight matters amongst its neighboring MPOs and the CTC.

 

Steve Nieman

Principal

The Tioga Group, Inc.

Phone: 925/935-9838
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Email: snieman@tiogagroup.com 

 

#59



(3/9/2009) MTC info - RE: Comment on "Draft Transportation Plan 2035: Change inMotion" Page 1

From: "Steve Nieman" <snieman@tiogagroup.com>
To: "'Carolyn Clevenger'" <cclevenger@mtc.ca.gov>
Date: 1/22/2009 1:01 PM
Subject: RE: Comment on "Draft Transportation Plan 2035: Change inMotion"

Carolyn:

Thank you very much for a personal reply.  You attitude and actions are to
be commended.

Steve Nieman
Principal
The Tioga Group, Inc.
Phone: 925/935-9838
Email: snieman@tiogagroup.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Carolyn Clevenger [mailto:cclevenger@mtc.ca.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2009 9:52 AM
To: Steve Nieman
Cc: MTC info
Subject: Re: Comment on "Draft Transportation Plan 2035: Change inMotion"

Steve,

Thank you for your comment on MTC's Transportation 2035 regarding the
"Moving Goods in Northern California" piece. 

The "Moving Goods in Northern California" piece features two primary
initiatives that MTC focused on since the last regional transportation plan:
the Trade Corridors Improvement Fund (TCIF) and the Goods Movement/Land Use
Study, which you mentioned and which your firm is working on. The section
was not meant to be a comprehensive report on all important goods movement
needs and issues in the region. The 2004 Regional Goods Movement Study for
the San Francisco Bay Area provides information on both intra- and
inter-regional goods movement, and is the region's most comprehensive goods
movement document. It can be found on MTC's website at:
www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/rgm.

In November 2006, California voters approved Proposition 1B, which included
the Trade Corridors Improvement Fund. MTC, as well as other MPOs throughout
the state, focused a great deal of energy on developing programs to compete
for that funding. It is one of the few funding sources focused exclusively
on goods movement, and MTC continues to believe it was important to focus
our efforts on that program. To be competitive in this program, and to
comply with the multi-regional, corridor-based direction given to the
regions by the state and the California Transportation Commission (CTC), MTC
focused on the two interregional and international trade corridors described
in the "Moving Goods in Northern California" piece. Many of our partner
regional planning agencies in the Central Valley focused on I-5, which we
also agree is of course and important goods movement corridor in the state.

While you are correct that statewide goods movement initiatives are the
jurisdiction of the state, Caltrans and the CTC requested that the regional
agencies be actively involved in the TCIF program, and MTC worked hard to be
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responsive to those requests. Goods movement issues within the MTC region
are also very important, and MTC will continue to try to improve the entire
Bay Area goods movement system.

We appreciate your input and your comments will be forwarded to the
Commission. The final action on the draft plan is expected by the Commission
on March 25 and you can stay up to date by checking www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035. 

Carolyn Clevenger

Carolyn Clevenger
Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607

510.817.5736
cclevenger@mtc.ca.gov

>>> "Steve Nieman" <snieman@tiogagroup.com> 12/24/2008 11:15 AM >>>
Ladies and Gentlemen:

 

I would like to submit this comment on the content and emphasis in the
section "Moving Goods in Northern California" in the draft 2035
Transportation plan.   

 

My overwhelming thought deals with the first sentence in the second
paragraph on page 73, which starts "In Northern California, trade primarily
occurs along two major trade corridors connecting."  While the statement is
partially true, starting this section with such an orientation creates an
emphasis for the entire section that is misplaced for at least two reasons.
(I say "partially true" because surely MTC would agree that there is a third
trade corridor in Northern California that runs north-south along I-5 and
USH 99).  First, what goes on within the MTC nine-county region is far more
important than what involves the rest of California or the rest of our
nation.  That is because only about 20-30% of the truck trips in the MTC
nine-county region leave the region; that is, 70-80% of the truck trips
(both trip ends) stay within the region because they have a trip length of
100 miles or less according to the VIUS reports from the federal government
(which defines the region slightly larger).  That is, for the MTC, the more
appropriate emphasis for goods movement should be within its region first.
Unfortunately, this draft of this section minimizes that consideration.
Secondly, while it is appropriate and necessary for MTC to coordinate goods
movement policies and action plans with other MPOs, particularly those
adjacent to it, and the State of California, that topic is the jurisdiction
of the State (of course, with active input from affected MPOs). Hence, in
this document, it seems to me, that to speak only to two major trade
corridors is to forsake MTC's primary jurisdiction, overlook a primary
opportunity for action plans, and invite a critique to the effect that MTC
does not sufficiently concern itself with goods movement within its own
territory.
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On a very positive note, I would strongly commend MTC for recognizing that
land use policy and decisions have, in the past, and are today, adding
unnecessary miles to many of the truck trips to, from and within the region.
That topic has not received the emphasis that it deserves, but now it
should, particularly with MTC being so keenly aware and active on the topic.
Also, MTC is to be commended for taking a lead, active, and insightful role
on freight matters amongst its neighboring MPOs and the CTC.

 

Steve Nieman

Principal

The Tioga Group, Inc.

Phone: 925/935-9838

Email: snieman@tiogagroup.com 

 

No virus found in this incoming message.
Checked by AVG - http://www.avg.com 
Version: 8.0.176 / Virus Database: 270.10.12/1909 - Release Date: 1/22/2009
7:08 AM
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From: MTC info
To: Tho Do
Date: 1/7/2009 11:22 AM
Subject: Re: Final Transportation 2035 Plan

Hello, Tho Do.

More information on the Transportation 2035 plan can be found online here:
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/

Including the bottom paragraph, which states:

...adoption of the plan, expected March 25, 2009.... 

MTC Public Information

>>> "Do, Tho" <ThoDo@co.marin.ca.us> 1/7/2009 11:15:22 AM >>>
Lady/Gentlemen,
 
 
Would you please let me know when will  MTC's Final Transportation 2035
Plan be adopted?
 
Thanks,
 
Tho 

 

 

 

Tho X. Do, P.E.

Associate Civil Engineer

Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM) 

750 Lindaro St. - Suite 200

San Rafael, CA 94901

Phone: (415) 226-0826

Fax:     (415) 226-0816 

Email Disclaimer: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/nav/misc/EmailDisclaimer.cfm 
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From: MTC info
To: mikesbrother@hotmail.com
Date: 3/24/2009 9:47 AM
Subject: Re: T2035 Mailing List

Dear Mr. Provence,

Thank you for your thoughtful comments on the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, and for your 
recommendations on including reversible lanes as a substitute for widening highways. While the idea is 
intriguing, it is not one that is widely used in the region; past analyses have shown that reversible lanes 
do not create a substantially reduced right-of-way footprint and require ongoing operating expense since 
they usually require moveable barriers. However, we continue to look for ways to create a transportation 
network that offers Bay Area residents not only less congested automobile travel, but also increased 
opportunities for walking, bicycling and transit use. For this reason, the draft plan's investment in 
roadways is limited, increasing lane miles by only 6% in the 25-year horizon of the plan, while transit 
supply will increase by 18%. At the same time, the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan includes a significant 
investment in projects intended to support smart growth and reduce vehicle usage.

We will forward all of your comments on to the full Commission, which is expected to adopt a final 
version of the Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring. For updated information on the process and 
further opportunities to comment, please visit our Web site at www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035. 

Again, thank you for your comments and your interest in the region's transportation plan.

Pam Grove
MTC Public Information

>>> daemon@mtcweb1.mtc.ca.gov 1/7/2009 5:04 PM >>>
Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by
 () on Wednesday, January 7, 2009 at 17:04:19
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

PRE-TITLE: Mr.

FIRST NAME: Dan 

LAST NAME: Provence

EMAIL: mikesbrother@hotmail.com 

COMMENTS: Please consider reversible lanes so that only half of the widening is necessary.  Places like 
Highway 1 in Pacifica do not need 6 lanes, but there is a need for more capacity for a few hours in one 
direction depending on the time of day.  A reversible lane would address the need, keep costs down and 
create less of a barrier to the community.

Please change "bypass" to "tunnel" regarding the Devil's Slide item.

Consider a roundabout option for the Highway 1/Manor overpass.

Several places mention adding road capacity.  There also appear to be areas where road space can be 
reduced/reallocated to allow for other uses like cycling.  Please make this a clear priority.
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SEND: SUBMIT

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From: Ursula Vogler
To: Julio Lacayo
CC: MTC info
Date: 2/10/2009 1:53 PM
Subject: T2035 Comment (Julio Lacayo)

Dear Julio:

Thank you for your email comments on the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan submitted on January 8. Your 
comments on senior mobility will be forwarded to the Commission at the March 25, 2009 Commission 
meeting.

In Transportation 2035, we outline plans to implement mobility management centers across the Bay 
Area. As we discussed at EDAC meetings over the past several months, mobility management centers will 
be a clearinghouse for transportation information, improving how we communicate transportation options 
to low income, senior and disabled populations. We anticipate that mobility management will assist with 
all modes of transportation, and be a good resource for those who will need to transition from driving to 
other modes.

Thank you again for your comments, and for your continued service on the Elderly and Disabled Advisory 
Committee and the Advisory Council. We appreciate your ongoing participation in the Transportation 
2035 planning process. The Commission is expected to adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 
Plan on March 25, 2009. 

Sincerely,

Ursula

Ursula Vogler
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA  94607-4700
Phone: 510/817-5785
Fax: 510/817-5848
Email: uvogler@mtc.ca.gov 

>>> "Lacayo, Julio A." <JLacayo@DMV.CA.gov> 1/8/2009 1:59:51 PM >>>
On behalf of EDAC and advisory council, please keep in mind our growing
senior and disabled communities. As we all know, our senior population
is living longer, average age will be 85 years + and the baby boomers
are right behind them. During our January 7th meeting, someone mentioned
the need for "attractive alternatives" and that is exactly what MTC
needs to keep in mind as it relates to our senior drivers who will
eventually make the "transition" from driving to using our public
transportation system. We need to provide a safe, affordable, flexible
and attractive public transportation system for all. If we fail to do
so, we will continue to experience much difficulty convincing our senior
drivers to give up the keys. A common MTC goal should be to reduce the
use of the private automobile by 30% and not expect a 30% increase by
2035.
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From: "Lacayo, Julio A." <JLacayo@DMV.CA.gov>
To: "Ursula Vogler" <uvogler@mtc.ca.gov>
CC: "MTC info" <info@mtc.ca.gov>
Date: 2/10/2009 2:23 PM
Subject: RE: T2035 Comment (Julio Lacayo)

Thank you Ursula and MTC for allowing me the privilege to network with
such a fine staff of leaders and community advisors and provide input to
improve our "common" senior driver mobility issues and challenges. 
Regards,

Julio A. Lacayo
Community Outreach Senior Ombudsman
Law Enforcement Outreach Representative
Licensing Operations Division/Bay Area Counties
303 Hegenberger Rd. Ste 400
Oakland CA, 94621
(510) 563-8998 FAX (510) 563-8903
jlacayo@dmv.ca.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: Ursula Vogler [mailto:uvogler@mtc.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 10, 2009 1:53 PM
To: Lacayo, Julio A.
Cc: MTC info
Subject: T2035 Comment (Julio Lacayo)

Dear Julio:

Thank you for your email comments on the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan
submitted on January 8. Your comments on senior mobility will be
forwarded to the Commission at the March 25, 2009 Commission meeting.

In Transportation 2035, we outline plans to implement mobility
management centers across the Bay Area. As we discussed at EDAC meetings
over the past several months, mobility management centers will be a
clearinghouse for transportation information, improving how we
communicate transportation options to low income, senior and disabled
populations. We anticipate that mobility management will assist with all
modes of transportation, and be a good resource for those who will need
to transition from driving to other modes.

Thank you again for your comments, and for your continued service on the
Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee and the Advisory Council. We
appreciate your ongoing participation in the Transportation 2035
planning process. The Commission is expected to adopt a final version of
the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25, 2009. 

Sincerely,

Ursula

Ursula Vogler
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
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Oakland, CA  94607-4700
Phone: 510/817-5785
Fax: 510/817-5848
Email: uvogler@mtc.ca.gov 

>>> "Lacayo, Julio A." <JLacayo@DMV.CA.gov> 1/8/2009 1:59:51 PM >>>
On behalf of EDAC and advisory council, please keep in mind our growing
senior and disabled communities. As we all know, our senior population
is living longer, average age will be 85 years + and the baby boomers
are right behind them. During our January 7th meeting, someone mentioned
the need for "attractive alternatives" and that is exactly what MTC
needs to keep in mind as it relates to our senior drivers who will
eventually make the "transition" from driving to using our public
transportation system. We need to provide a safe, affordable, flexible
and attractive public transportation system for all. If we fail to do
so, we will continue to experience much difficulty convincing our senior
drivers to give up the keys. A common MTC goal should be to reduce the
use of the private automobile by 30% and not expect a 30% increase by
2035.
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From: Ursula Vogler
To: Paul Branson
CC: MTC info
Date: 2/13/2009 1:54 PM
Subject: T2035 Comment 

Dear Paul:

Thank you for your email comments on the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan submitted on January 8, in 
response to EDAC member Julio Lacayo's comments on senior mobility. Your comments will be forwarded 
to the Commission at the March 25, 2009 Commission meeting.

In Transportation 2035, we outline plans to implement mobility management centers across the Bay 
Area. As we discussed at EDAC meetings over the past several months, mobility management centers will 
be a clearinghouse for transportation information, improving how we communicate transportation options 
to low income, senior and disabled populations. We anticipate that mobility management will assist with 
all modes of transportation, and be a good resource for those who will need to transition from driving to 
other modes. As well, an added benefit of mobility management could be the use of alternative modes 
over driving, thus reducing greenhouse gases in the Bay Area.

Thank you again for your comments, and for your continued service on the Elderly and Disabled Advisory 
Committee. We appreciate your ongoing participation in the Transportation 2035 planning process. The 
Commission is expected to adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25, 2009. 

Sincerely,

Ursula

Ursula Vogler
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA  94607-4700
Phone: 510/817-5785
Fax: 510/817-5848
Email: uvogler@mtc.ca.gov 

>>> Paul S Branson <psbranson@sbcglobal.net> 1/8/2009 2:28:19 PM >>>
Julio-
Thanks for sending this.  I totally agree with your assessment.  Not only does a reduction a private 
automobile use (if accompanied by viable alternatives) benefit non-driving seniors, but it also would go a 
long way towards achieving the region's goals regarding the reduction of greenhouse gases and other 
pollutants.
Best Regards,
Paul Branson
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From: Ursula Vogler
To: Richard Burnett
CC: MTC info
Date: 2/10/2009 1:48 PM
Subject: T2035 Comment (Richard Burnett)

Dear Richard:

Thank you for your written comments on the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan submitted at the January 7 
Joint Advisor Workshop, and also your email to MTC staff member Radiah Victor on January 16. Your 
comments on the emergency preparedness elements of the Transportation 2035 Plan and the Regional 
Transportation Emergency and Security Planning Report will be forwarded to the Commission at the 
March 25, 2009 Commission meeting.

I know that you have been working directly with MTC staff on the emergency preparedness elements of 
the plan and have coached them on how to address the Bay Area's special needs population in the 
document. Specifically, your ongoing work with MTC staff on defining the Minimum Response-To-
Recovery Standards and Improved Life Safety for Special Needs within the plan is greatly appreciated.

Thank you again for your comments, and for your continued service on the Elderly and Disabled Advisory 
Committee. We appreciate your ongoing participation in the Transportation 2035 planning process. The 
Commission is expected to adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25, 2009. 

Sincerely,

Ursula

Ursula Vogler
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA  94607-4700
Phone: 510/817-5785
Fax: 510/817-5848
Email: uvogler@mtc.ca.gov 

_______________________________________________

burnett.richardl@gmail.com 
1. Future 25-year Plans (i.e. - T-2040, T-2045, etc.) should have an emergency preparedness 
component included, especially information that focuses on "special needs populations" and how their 
transportation needs are addressed in the event of major regional emergencies that affects the 
transportation mix and response times.  EDAC Emergency Preparedness Subcommittee needs to be 
involved. 

2. Regional Transportation Emergency and Security Planning Report (February 2009) lacks the long-
term planning, funding & implementation - no EDAC input.

__________________________________________________

From email to Radiah Victor about Transportation 2035, dated January 16, 2009

Reviewing the Draft Transportation 2035, I would like to propose the 
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following statements for the Performance Objective (page 13) for the
Emergency Management & Security Report section listed under the 
Three Es as TBD or To Be Determined......

1. Minimum Response-To-Recovery Standards
2. Improved Life Safety for Special Needs 
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From: "Richard L. Burnett" <burnett.richardl@gmail.com>
To: "Radiah Victor" <rvictor@mtc.ca.gov>
CC: "Ursula Vogler" <uvogler@mtc.ca.gov>, "Craig Yates" <craig.yates@sbcglob...
Date: 1/16/2009 7:30 AM
Subject: Performance Objective - MTC Emergency Management & Security Report

January 16th, 2009 @ 7:20 AM PST

RE: Performance Objective - MTC Emergency Management & Security Report

Dear Radiah:

As you know, EDAC members who attended the Joint Advisors Workshop 
on January 7th received their copies of the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan,
where we were all asked to comment on it before the MTC deadline and
final approval from the MTC Commissioners. 

Reviewing the Draft Transportation 2035, I would like to propose the 
following statements for the Performance Objective (page 13) for the
Emergency Management & Security Report section listed under the 
Three Es as TBD or To Be Determined......

1. Minimum Response-To-Recovery Standards
2. Improved Life Safety for Special Needs 

Since the timeline for MTC Commissioners to adopt the Draft T-2035 Plan
is scheduled for March 2009, EDAC Emergency Preparedness Subcommittee
members would like to weigh in on this issue before the Plan is adopted. 
I am scheduling a Subcommittee meeting on February 5th, 2009, for that 
purpose, for Subcommittee projects to be discussed, and also for you to 
give us an update on the upcoming January 28th Workshop that you would 
have attended at that time. Thank you.

Yours,
Richard L. Burnett
MTC EDAC Member, Solano County
Emergency Preparedness Subcommittee (Chairman)
PHONE: 1-707-342-4927
E-MAIL: burnett.richardl@gmail.com
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From: MTC info
To: Susan_P_Jones@fws.gov
CC: Ellen Griffin;  info@mtc.ca.gov;  Pam Grove
Date: 1/27/2009 1:33 PM
Subject: Re: minor comment - spell out "MTC" in announcement info

Hello Ms. Jones,

Thanks for your email about the need to include "Metropolitan Transportation Commission" in all of our 
email and other communication concerning our Transportation 2035 Plan. I appreciate your calling our 
attention to this oversight (I assume you are referring to a recent email notice we sent out to our 
database encouraging people to attend one of our public hearings on our draft plan). While we did spell 
out our agency name on our postcard notice, we did neglect to do this on our email announcement.

Regarding your request to be deleted from MTC's database, I am copying Pam Grove on our staff who 
can remove your contact information. However, I would ask a favor from you: federal planning 
regulations require my agency to consult with federal resource protection agencies such as yours 
concerning our long-range transportation plan, along with a shorter-term funding program known as the 
Transportation Improvement Program. We have made numerous inquiries to various federal agencies 
such as yours, trying to locate the appropriate staffmembers to notify about opportunities to comment, 
all with very limited success. Can you refer me to the appropriate person at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Office in Sacramento who would be tasked with reviewing and commenting on the environmental impacts 
of our transportation plans and programs?

Again, thanks for the reminder about the need to make it clear exactly WHO we are when we seek public 
comment. I hope you can help us augment our database with appropriate staff from your agency as well.

Regards,

Ellen Griffin
MTC Public Information

>>> <Susan_P_Jones@fws.gov> 1/21/2009 3:36:57 PM >>>

I had no idea what transportation plan you were talking about - Merced
County?  Madera County?

I think your outreach is great, but it would be best if you would remove me
from your mailing list - I do not deal with stuff in your geographic area.

Thanks.

Susan Jones, San Joaquin Valley Branch Chief
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Office, 2800 Cottage Way, W-2605, Sacramento, CA
95825
916/414-6600, fax 916/414-6713
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From: BikePlan
To: Andrew Casteel
Date: 2/11/2009 4:17 PM
Subject: Re: BABC Comments on the 2008 Draft Regional Bicycle Plan
Attachments: BABC response.pdf

Dear Mr. Casteel,
 
Thank you for submitting the BABC comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan. Please see MTC's response in 
the attached letter.
 
Thanks,
 
Sean Co

>>> Andrew Casteel <andrew@bayareabikes.org> 1/22/2009 2:15 PM >>>
Hello MTC,

BABC's comments on the 2008 Regional Bicycle Plan are attached.

Sincerely,
Andrew Casteel
Executive Director
Bay Area Bicycle Coalition
Phone (510) 250-0909
Fax (510) 250-0906
www.bayareabikes.org
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January 21 2009 
 
Mr. Sean Co 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
 
Dear Mr. Co: 
 
The Bay Area Bicycle Coalition (BABC), the umbrella organization of 
bicycle advocacy groups in the nine‐county San Francisco Bay Area, is 
writing to comment on the November 2008 draft of the Regional 
Bicycle Plan (RBP).  We would like to thank the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission for the time and effort put into 
developing this plan.  Bicycling will help MTC achieve many of the 
goals described in your 2035 Regional Transportation Plan including 
reducing environmental impacts, reducing the cost of travel and 
promoting transportation equity throughout the San Francisco Bay 
Area. 
 
Local bicycle coalitions will be sending their own letters of 
comment that address each county’s routes in the Regional 
Bicycle Network (RBN), and via this letter, the BABC expresses 
support for those recommended changes to the route maps and 
tables that list built and unbuilt segments of the RBN.   
 
In addition, we express our strong support for 24 hour access for 
bicyclists on all of the toll bridges in the San Francisco Bay Area.  This 
access is critical to provide connectivity between counties. 
 
While we are pleased that the RBP is moving forward, the BABC has a 
few areas of great concern that we urge MTC to address in the final 
version of the plan before it is adopted.  Those four overarching 
concerns are expressed here followed by detailed comments by 
section: 
 
1)  24 Hour Access:  The Regional Bicycle Network (RBN) includes 
many class I bike paths that are not open to bicycle commuters 24 
hours a day.  Many of these pathways are closed from sunset until 
sunrise.  This creates a huge problem for commuters as they cannot 
rely upon key routes to be open before and after they leave work 
during certain months of the year.  To make certain that the RBN is an 
effective tool for promoting bicycle commuting, we ask that the MTC 
work with local jurisdictions to help them resolve concerns about 
hours of use as there is sufficient national documentation to show 
that routes open 24 hours/day are safe. 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2) Benchmarks for Goals:  BABC is also concerned that many of the goals set forth 
in the RBP are to “encourage” bicycle friendly policies while setting forth no 
requirements or benchmarks to measure the actual implementation of these 
policies. We would like to see the current goals augmented to be more concrete and 
measurable.  For example, the RBP mentions the pedestrian and bicycle training 
workshops periodically offered by MTC, but does not mention how often MTC plans 
to hold such workshops.  We urge MTC to make these workshops an annual event to 
provide regular opportunities to promote and teach the latest best practices about 
bicycle and pedestrian friendly design. 
 
3) Integrating Bicycles and Transit:  Another area of concern for us is the lack of 
support for bikes on board transit facilities in the RBP.  Though the section on bikes 
and transit briefly mentions the benefits of having a bike on board for the first and 
last mile of a transit trip, the obstacles to bringing bikes on transit facilities are over‐
emphasized in the RBP.  The combination of bikes and transit is an extremely 
flexible and an extremely ecological alternative to automobile commuting. As such 
we ask that MTC promote bikes on board transit as a way to increase transit 
ridership, reduce congestion and reduce the substantial costs incurred by providing 
parking lots and shuttles for those who do not bike to and from transit. In addition 
to bringing full sized bikes on board transit, we would appreciate if MTC would 
endorse folding bikes on transit as luggage; this would substantially help to increase 
the capacity for linking bicycles and transit. 
 
4)  Bike Counts and Mode Share:  Measurement of bicycle mode share, bicycle 
counts, crash data, and monitoring completion of the RBN will also be important 
tools for assessing the success of the RBP.  We thank MTC for taking quick action on 
this issue by convening a special subcommittee on bicycle and pedestrian counts.  
We look forward to participating in the creation of a consistent system for bicycle 
mode share measurement, and we urge MTC to participate in the National Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Documentation Project, a national database and system for 
measuring bicycle counts.  In addition to the new MTC system for bicycle and 
pedestrian counts that is being developed, we also ask that MTC pursue other means 
of measuring bicycle and pedestrian activity, including more frequent analysis of 
SWITRS data for bikes and pedestrians as suggested by Policy 9.1 in the RBP, and 
including bike/ped mode share as part of any transportation studies that address 
other modes. 
 
In addition to these overarching comments, we have the following comments on 
specific sections of the report 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Goal 1.0 – Routine Accommodation 
 
We strongly support Policy 1.1 "Ensure all transportation projects funded by MTC 
[are] . . . consistent with MTC Resolution 3765 and Caltrans Deputy Directive 64 . . .".  
Please note that this needs to be updated to include the recently enacted 2008 
Complete Streets Law, AB1358 (Leno) and the revised Caltrans policy DD 64 R1.   
We look forward to the actual implementation of these directives and resolutions in 
all of MTC’s upcoming funding cycles, as these directives have not yet been utilized. 
We also request that MTC:   
 

1. Include a presentation before the Commission about the implementation of 
Resolution 3765 

2. Publish regular information on your website related to accessing completed 
check lists. 

3. Monitor project sponsors' adherence to these policies by developing a report 
within 6 months of the first funding awards using this process.  

4. Strengthen the policy to require that all projects complete a routine 
accommodations checklist (not just consider the needs of bicyclists and 
pedestrians).   

5. Strengthen Policy 1.2 so that it reads – Maintain a library of mandatory 
standards, guidelines, innovative treatments and new technologies for 
bicycle friendly design and distribute them through the routine 
accommodation online system. 

 
Incorporating Goal 1.0 into the MTC planning, funding, and oversight processes will 
be one of the most important steps we can take to promote bicycling in the Bay 
Area. 
 
Goal 2.0 – The Regional Bikeway Network (RBN) 
 
Policy 2.4 should be strengthened to read: “Ensure ongoing maintenance and 
monitoring efforts that support the implementation and operation of the RBN and 
publish a twice a year summary on the impact of those efforts.” 
 
Policy 2.5 should be strengthened to read: “Develop and implement a plan for 
coordinating cross‐jurisdictional bicycle way‐finding signage that includes staff 
from each of the agencies involved in part of the RBN.” 
 
 
 
 
 

#65



 

 

 
 
Goal 3.0 – Bicycle Safety  
 
We recommend that MTC work with the DMV on efforts to improve driver education 
and to increase awareness of the rights of bicyclists and pedestrians in the California 
Drivers Handbook and in testing and licensing requirements. Given that licensing 
requirements are managed by the State, but nonetheless have enormous impact on 
safety within the San Francisco Bay Area, we believe that MTC should be actively  
 
involved in promoting activities and policies at the state level to enhance safety in 
the testing and licensing area. MTC has taken initiatives to support legislation to 
improve conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians, but, it has come to our attention 
that compliance with this legislation has been slow. We believe that the MTC can 
have a positive effect on state governmental agencies by focusing attention on these 
safety issues. In particular, we would like to see better compliance with the 
provisions of SB 1021, approved by the Governor on September 30, 2006 which 
requires the Department of Motor Vehicles to include language stating the 
importance of respecting bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorcyclists' right‐of‐way in 
the next revision of its California Driver's Handbook and in traffic violator schools' 
curriculum. 
 
Policy 3.1 should be strengthened to read: “Ensure investment choices that help 
achieve the Transportation 2035 Goal of reducing bicycle fatalities and injuries by 
25% by requiring that all new investments must be accompanied by analysis of how 
they support each of the Transportation 2035 goals, including bicycle safety.” 
 
Policy 3.3 should be strengthened to read – “Hold an Annual Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Design Seminar that addresses bicycle and pedestrian safety issues and promotes 
the use of MTC’s online Safety Toolbox.” 
 
Goal 4.0: Bicycle Education and Promotion 
 
Policy 4.3 should be strengthened to read: “Continue to improve the bicycling 
information and tools on the 511.org website with a focus on improving the 
functionality of the bikemapper tool, simplifying the bike buddy matching tool and 
creating a section for beginning cyclists that promotes the benefits of bicycle 
commuting.” 
 
Policy 4.4 should be strengthened to read: “Promote “best practices” in bicycle 
facility design and safe cycling practices through an Annual Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Design Seminar organized by MTC.” 
 
 

#65



 

 

 
 
Goal 5.0 – Multimodal Integration 
 
Policy 5.2 should be strengthened. Most regional transit agencies currently have a 
bicycle accommodation policy already, but in many cases it is inadequate to handle 
current and growing demand. For example, bicyclists are often denied boarding 
with their bikes on Caltrain. We would like to see a policy where MTC urges regional 
transit systems to increase their accommodation for bikes on board. 
 
 
Goal 6.0 – Comprehensive support facilities and mechanisms 
 
Policy 6.4 should have a carrot as well as a stick approach. Some counties and cities 
have been slow in developing their bicycle plans; we would like to see MTC take a 
proactive role in facilitating the development of these plans in all counties and 
municipalities in the region by monitoring when plans are adopted, when they need 
to be updated, and reminding cities and counties of this state mandate. 
 
Policy 6.4 should be strengthened to read: “Continue to require cities and counties 
to form and maintain bicycle advisory committees, and to develop and update 
comprehensive bicycle plans, as a condition for receiving Transportation 
Development Act (TDA) Funds.  Maintain a listing of cities and counties receiving 
TDA funds with links to their bicycle advisory committees and most recent bicycle 
plans.” 
 
Goal 7.0 Funding 
 
Policy 7.2 states that the benefits of bicycling will be considered in the allocation of 
transportation funding and in developing performance measures.  What mechanism 
will MTC use to adjust transportation funding allocation based on how bicycle‐
friendly a project is? What performance measures will be developed that include the 
benefits of bicycling?  The answers to these questions should be included in the 
plan.  We recommend a discussion with the Regional Bicycle Working Group to 
develop a framework that would be presented to the Commission for adoption as 
policy. 
 
Goal 8.0 Planning 
 
Policy 8.7 – What CEQA standards will MTC encourage local jurisdictions to adopt?  
The answers to these questions should be included in the plan.  We recommend a 
discussion with the Regional Bicycle Working Group to develop a framework that 
would be presented to the Commission for adoption as policy. 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It’s important to note that traditional LOS tools for evaluating projects according to 
CEQA are obstacles to dense, in‐fill development, which creates more walkable and 
bikeable communities.  In the fall of 2008 the National Cooperative Highway 
Research Program produced Report 616: Multimodal Level of Service Analysis for 
Urban Streets, which should be useful in balancing level of service considerations. 
 
Goal 9.0 Data Collection 
 
We would like to see more specificity in Goal 9.0. In particular we think that data on 
bike mode share should be collected at least twice a year, and that this time 
frequency should be specified in the plan. Without more attention to assessment, it 
is difficult to know whether our programs are effective. 
 
Policy 9.4 – This is very important to the evaluation of the impact that improved 
bicycle infrastructure has on shifting mode share away from cars and into bikes.  We 
hope to see an aggressive timeline set for the development of such standards. 
 
Policy 9.5 – The bikemapper has the potential to be a powerful tool for encouraging 
bicycling.  We encourage MTC to continue to improve this tool and ask that a 
timeline for the completion of the bikemapper service be provided. 
 
Chapter 3 – Background 
 
In table 3.7 Bay Area Bicycle/Motor Vehicle Collision Analysis, it would be useful to 
know the average number and miles of bicycle trips that take place in each county 
annually to better analyze the bicycle safety issues.  The rate at which bicycle 
crashes take place (in the context of trips and distances traveled) is more important 
than the absolute number.  
 
Bike to Work Day is not necessarily on the 3rd Thursday of May, so we recommend 
more flexibility in describing this date.  For the past three years, the Team Bike 
Challenge has been a month long event. 
 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Training Workshops:  According to on‐line records, it 
appears that the last MTC training workshop was November 7, 2007.  That’s over a 
year ago.  This section should indicate an MTC goal to make such trainings an annual 
event, at minimum. 
 
The sentence on page 20 is a bit infelicitous: 
 
"It is conceivable, for instance, that: addressing roadway configurations that increase 
the likelihood of dooring; pavement condition; and multiuse trail design may reap 
greater safety benefits to cyclists than improvements aimed at the smaller proportion 
of bicycle/motor vehicle collisions that are typically reported." 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We recommend this wording instead: 
 
"It is conceivable, for instance, that projects addressing the dangers of dooring; poor 
pavement conditions; and safety issues in multiuse trail design may reap greater safety 
benefits to cyclists than improvements aimed at the smaller proportion of 
bicycle/motor vehicle collisions that are typically reported." 
 
Chapter 4 – Regional Bicycle Facilities 
 
 
Bicycle Access to Public Transit 
This section, as currently written, takes every opportunity to discuss the problems 
with taking bikes on transit while mentioning little of the benefits.  Combining bikes 
with transit should be an important strategy for improving mobility and decreasing 
congestion in the Bay Area.  
 
Here’s an example from page 43  
 
“For cyclists whose destination is within walking distance of transit, plentiful, secure 
and rain protected bicycle parking – Which is less expensive for transit operators to 
provide than auto parking – gives bicycle/transit commuters an alternative to 
bringing their bikes on board.  This leaves more space for other transit passengers and 
may increase the attractiveness of bicycling to transit for those who, due to the 
cumbersome and sometimes dirty nature of carrying one’s bicycle onboard, may only 
consider biking if they can stow their bicycle safely at public transit stations” 
 
Another from Page 45 
 
“Perhaps the most important element from the transit operator’s perspective is that 
every bicycle that is parked at the station is one fewer that needs to be accommodated 
onboard. Fewer bikes on a given transit vehicle mean faster boarding and, therefore, 
faster travel times and better schedule adherence, more space for all passengers (and 
their luggage), fewer conflicts with passengers with disabilities (in cases where 
bicycles are stored in the wheelchair tiedown area), and fewer resources needed for 
transit maintenance and cleaning of transit vehicle interiors.” 
 
Page 48 has an entire side section on the obstacles to Bicycle Access on Rails that 
does little to promote the benefits of having a bicycle on both ends of a commute. 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We appreciate that MTC has supported the funding program "Safe Routes to 
Transit", and we have seen opportunities for growth in linking bicycles with transit 
to reduce congestion and improve mobility.  As such, we ask that MTC give fair 
representation in the RBP to the benefits of bringing bicycles on transit.  For 
example, language could be used such as: 
 
By bringing a bike aboard transit, commuters can make a long commute door to door, 
with the convenience, economy, and social grace of a bicycle "last mile" at each end. 
 
The costs of supporting other transit users, such as providing for automobile 
parking, should be addressed in the plan.  The costs of bringing a bicycle on board 
are very little when compared to providing enough parking for all of the transit 
users that drive to transit or the costs of bus shuttles to take passengers from their 
station to their workplace. 
 
Chapter 6  Next Steps 
 
1. Routine Accomodation 
With the signing of AB 1358 (Leno), the Complete Streets Act, requiring the 
circulation element of general plans to accommodate all users, combined with the 
pressure from SB 375 to coordinate transportation plans and housing plans to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, there is an opportunity for MTC to take a leading 
role in promoting effective complete streets design at all levels of transportation 
planning.  We urge MTC to work quickly to ensure that all complete streets policies 
are compatible at the local, regional and state levels, and that these policies are 
implemented by MTC, cities and counties. 
 
6. Multimodal Integration 
This section makes no mention of bikes on board.  We urge MTC to promote 
increased capacity for bikes on board as this generates new transit trips and 
reduces car trips by providing the flexibility of a bike on both ends of the transit 
commute. 
 
8. Planning 
a) There is no mention of which group will establish benchmarks for the RBP.  
Would this fall to the RBWG?  Would the final benchmarks be adopted by the 
Planning Committee and then the full Commission?  The adopting agencies, and a 
path and timeline for adoption should be included in this section. 
 
Opportunities for Plan Implementation 
There is currently no mention in the RBP that 43% of trips in California are two 
miles or less in length.  Trips of that size are the perfect distance for a bicycle.  This 
should be touted throughout the plan. 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Appendix E – Data 
The appendix mentions bike‐access‐to‐transit trips reported by Bay Area transit 
operators but has no actual statistics.  MTC should add these statistics to the 
appendix. 
 
MTC is under pressure from legislation such as AB 32 and SB 375 to substantially 
reduce green house gas emissions, and the transportation sector comprises a 
substantial portion of those emissions.  Bicycle commuting is a clean mode of 
transportation, and when combined with transit, can be quite flexible in terms of 
distances that can be covered.  By strengthening the policies in the RBP that 
promote bicycle commuting, MTC can achieve reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions, improve mobility and safety, and provide benefits for public health.   
 
We look forward to continuing to work with MTC as you finalize the Regional 
Bicycle Plan so that we may improve the quality of life throughout the Bay Area, and 
respectfully ask for a written reply to the elements raised in this letter. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Andrew Casteel 
Executive Director 
Bay Area Bicycle Coalition 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 February 11, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Andrew Casteel 
Bay Area Bicycle Coalition 
P.O. Box 2214  
Novato, CA 94948 
 
RE: Regional Bicycle Plan Comments 
 
Dear Mr. Casteel 
 
Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan. We appreciate your 
involvement in this process and recognize the time and effort to provide MTC with 
comments from all nine bicycle coalitions. Please see the response to your comments 
below. 
 

1) 24 hour access – Guidelines for future funding will include a section 
encouraging agencies to allow 24 hour access. Projects funded with Congestion 
Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) guidelines require facilities to be open 24 hours 
per day to reap the maximum air quality benefit as stated by the program goals.  

 
2) Benchmarks for Goals – For much of the Bicycle Plan goals, MTC seeks to 

encourage local agencies and transit operators to offer bicycle friendly policies. 
A benchmark for measuring will be to review how bicycles are being considered 
with MTC’s Routine Accommodations Checklist.  

 
3) Integrating bicycles on transit – MTC will work with transit operators to provide 

tools and solutions that will assist transit operators to accommodate bicycles on 
board. 

 
4) Bike counts and mode share – MTC has participated in the National Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Documentation project. A subcommittee will work on consistent 
reporting and counting methodology throughout the region. SWITRS data on 
bicycle and pedestrian crashes is available to MTC once per year and is 
summarized in MTC’s State of the System Report. 
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Goal 1.0 – Routine Accommodations  
DD64 and Complete Streets Law have been updated in the plan. 
MTC will be applying RA to the economic stimulus projects. Projects will be posted on the web 
and a “report card” will be presented to the Commission late Spring/early Summer 2009. The 
current policy requires that projects complete a checklist. Current design guidelines and 
standards are currently listed as part of Safety Toolbox found here: 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/index.htm 
 
Goal 2.0 – The Regional Bikeway Network (RBN) 
Policy 2.4 – MTC will report as needed on the efforts. 
Policy 2.5 – MTC will assist in development of a signage program but no funding is currently 
allocated to this task.  
 
Goal 3.0 - Bicycle Safety 
The Caltrans California Bicycle Advisory Committee is working with the Department of Motor 
Vehicles to revise the California Driver’s Handbook. MTC staff is a member of the committee 
and is involved in the efforts.  
Policy 3.1 Comment noted. 
Policy 3.3 MTC will consider providing a training seminar in the future. 
 
Goal 4.0 – Bicycle Education and Promotion 
Policy 4.3 Comment incorporated. 
Policy 4.4 MTC will consider providing a design seminar in the future. Please refer to the Safety 
Toolbox for the best practices for bicycle facility design. 
 
Goal 5.0 – Multimodal Integration 
Policy 5.2 – MTC will work with operators to accommodate bicycles onboard transit vehicles. 
 
Goal 6.0 – Comprehensive support facilities and mechanisms 
Policy 6.4 TDA 3 and Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA) funds require bike plans to be 
completed. MTC must review all bike plans submitted to Caltrans for BTA eligibility. 
 
Goal 7.0 - Funding 
Policy 7.2 Staff has reviewed evaluation methods for quantifying the benefits of bicycle projects 
and will determine if these methods can be applied to MTC bicycle projects. This item would be 
an appropriate discussion item for the RBWG. 
 
Goal 8.0 Planning 
Comment noted. This will be future discussion item at the Regional Bicycle Working Group. 
 
Goal 9.0 – Data Collection 
Goal 9.0 – Bicycle mode share data is collected by MTC with the Bay Area Travel Survey 
(BATS) approximately once every 10 years. U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) 
data is reported every year for some communities but only for home to work trips. The regional 
bicycle and pedestrian count project will attempt to provide more data on bicycle use than is 
provided by the Census and BATS.  
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Policy 9.5 Staff will work to develop a timeline for the completion of Bikemapper.  
 
Chapter 3 - Background 
Table 3.7 – Bicycle crashes were normalized with crashes per 100,000 population and collisions 
per bike trip. Bicycle trips are typically shorter than motor vehicle trips and staff felt the trips per 
population was a better indicator of exposure than miles of bicycle trips. Bicycle trip 
characteristics can be found in the “San Francisco Bay Area Travel Survey, 2000.” Staff is 
researching new methods to determine bicyclist crash exposure rates.  
 
Bike to work day comment incorporated. 
 
Ped/bike training – MTC will provide trainings as long as funding permits.  
 
Wording on dooring – comment incorporated. 
 
Chapter 4 – Regional Bicycle Facilities 
Bike to transit access – As stated in the plan, the number of trips are too smaller to provide any 
meaningful analysis. These numbers are reported in the BATS. 
The benefits of bringing bicycles on transit have been strengthened. 
 
Chapter 6 – Next Steps 

1. Routine Accommodation – Comment noted. 
2. Multimodal Integration – Comment incorporated.  
3. Planning – When benchmarks are adopted for the RBN, staff will decide which 

committee would be the most appropriate to review. The RBWG will be used as a 
technical resource for developing these standards.  

 
Appendix E – Data 
Not all of the Bay Area transit operators collect bicycle access to transit on a regular basis. 
Special studies have collected such information but it is not comprehensive enough to provide a 
bike trips to transit in the same way that the BATS study reports trips.  
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission.  
 
 
 Sincerely,  
 
 
 Sean Co  
 Associate Transportation Planner 
 
 
J:\PROJECT\Ped and Bike\Regional Bike Plan Update 2007\Draft plan\response to comments\BABC response.doc 
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(3/9/2009) MTC info - Re: Written Comments -- MTC Draft Transportation 2035 Plan Page 1

From: Ashley Nguyen
To: Michael Baldini;  MTC info
Date: 2/5/2009 1:29 PM
Subject: Re: Written Comments -- MTC Draft Transportation 2035 Plan

Hi Michael:

Thank you for your comments on the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan. Here are replies to issues you 
raised:

Bay Area/Multi County
Given the current and future transportation needs and travel demands in the Bay Area, there are many 
different, and often competing ways. to respond to them. The Commission had to make some tough 
choices when prioritizing its investment. For instance, to address climate change, the four regional 
agencies (MTC, Association of Bay Area Governments, Bay Conservation and Development Commission, 
and the Bay Area Quality Management District) are sponsoring the 5-year Climate Action Campaign, 
which includes a number of different program elements such as Safe Routes to Schools and Transit, 
grants program, and so forth. 

Napa County
The Draft Plan does not include passenger rail service between St. Helena and Vallejo due to financial 
constrained; however, this is a rail improvement that MTC identified as part of the Regional Rail Plan 
adopted by the Commission in fall 2007. Like you, I hope that this service is explored in greater detail 
and some level of investment be made to support travel from Napa to Solano county. We'll follow-up and 
make the correction to Project #230508.

San Francisco County
Project #21503 is San Francisco's 2003 Proposition K sales tax program. The SF voters support this 
program. MTC has no discretion over this program or its funding.

San Mateo County
In this case, San Mateo has an option to use a carrot or stick approach to "encourage" local governments 
to plan and zone for land-uses that support transit, walk, and bicycle use. Local governments expressed 
that they need help, particularly in terms of incentives, to move in this direction. This program is aimed 
at helping governments do what the free market and traditional zoning hasn't done -- that is, facilitate 
higher density and mixed uses to support a different, more focused growth pattern.

Sonoma County
We'll pass your comments along to Sonoma County Transportation Authority to include this project as 
part of their countywide plan, and should state/federal funds be needed, to identify this project for 
inclusion in our long-range plan. Note that the Port Sonoma feasibility study was funded through a 
federal earmark, a process which MTC has no discretion over which projects get selected by Congress 
nor the amount of funding that goes to them.

Again, we appreciate your close review of the Transportation 2035 investments, and will forward your 
comments to our Commission for their review and consideration prior to the plan adoption scheduled for 
March.

Ashley Nguyen
Senior Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
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(3/9/2009) MTC info - Re: Written Comments -- MTC Draft Transportation 2035 Plan Page 2

Tel. 510.817.5809 | Fax 510.817.5848

>>> Michael Baldini <michaelbaldini@yahoo.com> 1/22/2009 3:58 PM >>>
Good afternoon/good morning:

Bay Area Region / Multi-County
230550 Transportation Climate Action Campaign -- Save the money $400.0, we are not so ignorant, we 
understand, give the taxpayers a break...  spend it on rail/hwy grade separation projects?

Napa County
The existing railroad between St. Helena & Vallejo must be upgraded for heavy rail passenger...  Connect 
with the Vallejo/San Francisco Ferry...

230508 Solano Ave does not intersect Dry Creek Rd...

San Francisco County
21503 Traffic Calming Program -- Save the $$$ -- It is cheaper to spend it on Psychologists...  Give the 
taxpayers a break...  Anger management should be a condition of a CDL, not after issuing the license...

San Mateo County
21624  An Incentive Program for transit oriented developments -- A $20 million bribe - NO!  Let the free 
market & zoning do it...

Sonoma County
Recommend funds for a traffic circle in Schellville for the intersection of CA HWY 116 and CA HWY 121...

21908 Port Sonoma Ferry feasibility study -- $20 million!!!  What a waste, it is an obvious NO!  Check the 
route(S) and distance of the net necessary to capture the critical mass to support the ferry!  Raise the 
levees, increase the allowable watercraft speed on the Petaluma River...  Place the terminal at the 
intersection of U.S. HWY 101 & S.M.A.R.T & on the Petaluma River!!!...

Thank you!

Michael J. Baldini
2430 Flagstone Drive
Napa, CA
707.254.7040
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(3/9/2009) MTC info - Re: T-2035 Comment (Morelli-Driving Costs) Page 1

From: John Goodwin
To: Roberto R. Morelli
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 1/26/2009 9:42 AM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comment (Morelli-Driving Costs)

Dear Mr. Morelli:
    Thank you for your comments about MTC's newly released Draft Transportation 2035 Plan and about 
the KPIX news story that aired Jan. 22. I thank you as well for the opportunity to clear up some 
misconceptions about the Draft Plan. 
     MTC has no plans to triple or quadruple the cost of driving. None of the investments or programs 
identified in the Draft Plan will punish you or any other Bay Area residents for driving, nor will they force 
anyone to ride transit. Indeed, the only specific proposal in the Draft Plan that might raise the cost of 
vehicle operation -- and even then, only for some drivers -- is the creation of a regional network of high-
occupancy toll (or HOT) lanes, which would allow solo drivers the option to travel in carpool lanes on Bay 
Area freeways in exchange for a toll (which would vary based on traffic conditions in the conventional 
mixed-flow lanes). 
     This "congestion insurance" is entirely optional. Carpoolers and buses would continue to travel free of 
charge in these lanes just as they already do. The only difference is that solo drivers, who are now 
prohibited from traveling in the carpool lanes during peak periods, would have an option to buy their way 
in to take advantage of unused capacity.
     What KPIX failed to report is that all the other pricing mechanisms that MTC analyzed (carbon taxes, 
fees based on vehicle-miles traveled fee, parking surcharges) were reviewed only to determine their 
impact on achieving specific performance targets. These include reducing freeway congestion by 20 
percent; reducing daily vehicle-miles traveled by 10 percent; reducing carbon dioxide emissions to 40 
percent below 1990 levels; reducing particulate emissions (coarse particulates by 45 percent and fine 
particulates by 10 percent); and reducing by 10 percentage points the share of low- and moderate-
income residents' household incomes consumed by transportation and housing.
    To perform this analysis, MTC first looked at three infrastructure investment packages and determined 
which of the three would get us closer to each performance target. Then we determined how much 
closer to each target we would get if we added both the pricing mechanisms and land-use changes that 
would concentrate new housing and jobs in the already urbanized portions of the Bay Area. That's it. The 
ideas for transportation pricing were simply part of a "What if?" analysis, and not part of a policy 
proposal.
     I invite you to take a closer look at the Draft Plan, and specifically at the analysis of the performance 
targets, which is found on pages 28-30 in the "Trends" chapter. The Draft Plan is available on the MTC 
Web site at  www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/. We thank you again for your observations and for 
your interest in regional transportation issues. Your comments on the Draft Plan will be forwarded to the 
full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of the plan in March 2009. 
   

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> "Roberto R. Morelli" <morelli@mmlambretta.com> 1/22/2009 6:18 PM >>>
Dear MTC,
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After seeing the news regarding your plans/idea on increasing cost of driving 
four fold I have to say you are all crazy !!

So I am going to be punished and basically forced out of business because your 
view is to force everyone onto mass transit no matter what.  What are we 
supposed to do for our business ?  Haul our cargo on the buses ?  Are you 
going to have busses, trains and other mass transit going to all outlining 
areas that we have to travel to ?

All you are going to do with this proposal is force what is left of business 
out of California to other states where it is cheaper to operate.  We are 
getting very close at selling everything in California and move elsewhere. 
California and our employees will loose, not us if we leave.

Reconsider your proposal and look at it from the little people !!

Mr. Morelli
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(3/9/2009) MTC info - Re: T-2035 Comment (Doolittle-Feedback on 2035 Plan) Page 1

From: John Goodwin
To: Fred Doolittle
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/9/2009 12:17 PM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comment (Doolittle-Feedback on 2035 Plan)

Dear Mr. Doolittle:
   Thank you for your thoughtful and highly detailed comments regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 
Plan. MTC shares your view that a focus on backbone transportation corridors, as well as improvements 
in transit coordination, are crucial to effective long-range planning. These are among the critical issues 
that will be addressed by MTC, Caltrans, county congestion management agencies, and Bay Area transit 
operators as the Regional HOT Network begins to take shape.
     As you may know, MTC in 2006 completed a regional transit connectivity plan. For your convenience I 
have included a link to this plan here: 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/connectivity/Final_Connectivity_Study/finalsummary.pdf. 
     We agree as well that the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan does not fully meet the Bay Area's mobility 
needs for 2035. Federal law requires the plan to be financially constrained, which is to say that 
investments in projects and programs must not exceed a realisitic longterm forecast of available 
revenues. As a result, the Draft Plan -- which dedicates 82 percent of projected revenus to maintaining 
and operating the transportation network we already have -- still identifies billions of dollars in funding 
shortfalls for maintenance of local streets and roads, transit systems and the region's state highways. 
However, MTC also is obliged under federal law to update the plan within five years. So we will begin 
revisiting these investments almost before the ink dries on the final Transportation 2035 Plan. 
     Your comments and recommendations will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to 
adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25. We thank you again for your interest 
in regional transportation issues and hope that you will continue to share your thoughts with the 
Commission and with MTC staff.
    

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov
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(3/9/2009) MTC info - Feedback on MTC Transportation 2035 Plan Page 1

From: Fred Doolittle <fredrickdoolittle@yahoo.com>
To: <info@mtc.ca.gov>, <bdodd@co.napa.ca.us>, <district1@acgov.org>, <Thomas...
Date: 1/23/2009 10:59 AM
Subject: Feedback on MTC Transportation 2035 Plan
Attachments: MTC feedback 2009 0123.doc

Dear MTC,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the MTC Transportation 2035 plan.  I've attached my 
comments in a word file to use formatting to make it easier to read and to add diagrams.  Please let me 
know if you have any difficulty opening or accessing the file.  I would welcome discussion if you have 
questions or comments.  

Best Regards,
Fred
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         Fred Doolittle 
         Danville, CA 
         fredrickdoolittle@yahoo.com 
         925.984.1651 
 
         1/23/2009 
 
Metropolatain transportation Commission 
Feedback on 2035 Change in Motion Plan 
 
 
Dear MTC, 
The commission has assembled an impressive document with intense detail and analysis, and has invited comment.  Please find 
my comments enclosed in this document.  The plan includes many elements that are likely to offer the taxpayer a significant 
improvement in transportation capacity.  The plan also has room for improvement.  The plan primarily assembles existing, 
sensible, and shorter-term agency projects into a compilation.  The MTC is also in a position to look at the transportation big 
picture in a way that individual agencies cannot.  Most of my feedback to upgrade the plan is geared around taking a holistic view 
to find and alleviate the bay area hot spots.  Furthermore, 2035 is a quarter century out and a 2035 plan should challenge all 
agencies and citizens to think about projects that are not currently in plan – key study areas.   
 
A comment on the economic situation.  In today’s world, U.S., and California economic climate it’s almost unthinkable to plan to 
spend money on anything.  Well, efficient transportation is part of the solution, not the problem.  We built roads and bridges in the 
1930s and benefited greatly.  In the 2010s, if we build high-capacity transit, society will benefit greatly.  Now is the time to plan for 
this.   
 
Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment and I welcome dialog any time.   
 
Best Regards, 
 
Fred 
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Feedback Overview 
Clearly a tremendous amount of analysis and work has gone into this plan and this work will serve the bay area well.   
First, feedback on the apparent main feature of the plan, the HOT.  Then some feedback on how to improve the plan greatly.   
 

o Vision:  Stating a Vision to have a “viable alternative to auto travel” has potential to save tremendous amounts of money and 
time for the bay area, not to mention environmental benefits.  For this to be realistic, the transit must have capacity on par 
with the freeway system.  Furthermore, the transit must have door to door travel times competitive with cars.   

o The plan will not deliver this vision, however, because the backbone corridor capacity will remain woefully 
inadequate.   

 
o Vision:  I would recommend adding to the Vision: 

o Where the Bay Area’s Backbone Corridors have sufficient transit capacity to carry a meaningful share of commuters 
at peak time.  “Meaningful share” means 1/3 or greater of commuters at peak time.   

 
o HOT:  Excellent!  The HOT concept is innovative and has tremendous potential.  In particular, HOT can allow quick 

deployment of rapid busses and express busses to alleviate congestion.  While busses are generally a low-capacity form of 
transit, they offer a great degree of flexibility in routing and deployment timing.   

 
o Bicycle Network:  Excellent!  A Vision of a seamless bicycle network will have enormous dividends.  Complementing transit, 

bicycles are often the “last mile” solution; they are a key component of transit.   
 
o This is a 2020 plan, not a 2035 plan:  This plan is largely a collection of existing plans from various agencies.  Rather than 

taking a holistic view of the transportation situation and generating a vision and a plan for a quarter century in the future, this 
plan largely compiles existing planned projects, many of which could be completed by 2020, if society wants to prioritize 
transportation infrastructure.  A 2020 plan is a good thing.  But the bay area also needs a plan for a quarter century out.   

o These existing projects are generally solid for debottlenecking the existing bay area transportation network, which 
uses cars and roads for ~90% of trips, even in congested areas.  These projects leave many of our Backbone 
Corridors woefully congested, however.   

o By looking at existing plans from various agencies, it’s easy to forget to step back and look at the areas biggest 
priorities in a strategic, cohesive, and holistic fashion.  What is still needed for a plan a quarter century out is a 
strategic, holistic analysis of transportation corridor demand, supply, and priority gap analysis.   

o I would recommend that the current plan be framed as a 2020 plan and a more conceptual plan for 2035 be initiated 
as soon as this plan is adopted.   

 
o Capacity Plan for Backbone Corridors:  Transit is coming back because of its capacity to carry 8x the people per hour.  

Recall that 1 lane of freeway can carry ~2,500 people/hour where 1 “lane” of high-capacity transit can carry <20,000 
people/hour.  Adding 1 “lane” of transit is like adding 8 lanes of freeway, if the transit is well designed.  Gasoline is cheaper 
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than in the Summer of 2008, but with increasing demand, incentives for energy independence, incentives for carbon-free 
transportation, etc, it is likely to get more expensive in the future, not less.  Furthermore, the US government is likely to back 
infrastructure spending.  Finally, only trains are carbon-free so far.  Biofuels cannot technically scale to meet all of the US 
demand (there’s simply not enough land) and electric cars are only prototypes so far.  The plan lacks plans or even concepts 
to address peak capacity shortfalls on the Bay Area’s most congested corridors.   

 
o Intermodal Transit Centers:  Key major intermodal transit intersections exist today in West Oakland, Fremont, Dublin, and 

Walnut Creek.  At these locations autos, busses, BART and conventional rail converge with little to no ability to easily 
transfer people between those modes.  Tracks and freeways literally pass over each other with no fast, convenient way to 
move from one to the other.  The plan lacks plans or even concepts to integrate these key intersections.   

 
o Rapid-bus Study Corridors:  In order to feed the backbone corridors, such as BART and Caltrain, rapidbus service with 

dedicated lanes and priorities at lights could make sense along the Bay Area’s major boulevards.  These roads, such as 
From University Ave in Palo Alto to Ygnacio Valley to Stevens Creek to Mowery to College ave to Hopyard, to University Ave. 
in Berkeley, and so on, these major boulevards are ripe for rapid bus service.  The MTC can help plan the strategy while 
local agencies can look at implementation.  Rapidbusses have been very successful in Los Angeles, China, and many other 
cities.  Rapid busses run on a 2-5 minute interval, schedules are not needed, they get priority at traffic signals, and 
sometimes have their own lanes.  The plan mentions rapid busses, but the plan could be improved by identifying a map of 
every single major boulevard in the bay area and helping individual agencies coordinate to maximize ridership.   
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Backbone Corridor Overview 
This plan does not address capacity for the Bay Area’s Backbone Corridors.  Backbone Corridors are routes where existing or 
foreseeable peak transportation demand is >20,000 people per hour per direction.  The location of the Bay Area’s freeways pretty 
closely indicate where these corridors lie, though there are a few exceptions.  A transportation plan that looks out a quarter 
century should have a plan to address high-capacity corridors with transit to match.  Please see the accompanying Backbone 
Corridor map.   
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Backbone Corridors 
    
  
 Backbone Corridors  

(> 20,000 
people per 
peak hour)
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Backbone Corridor Transit Peak Time Market Share 
Consider transit’s market share of Bay Area’s Backbone corridors.  Currently, peak time transit market share of Backbone 
Corridors ranges from <1% to >50%.  Quality of infrastructure makes the difference here.   
 
Generally, where BART runs, transit has an excellent market share.  Where there is no high-capacity transit (>20,000 people / 
hour) along a heavily traveled corridor, busses are simply ineffective and transit has a terrible market share.  Some corridors have 
infrequent rail service that helps, but cannot effectively compete with autos due to the 2-4 trains/hour service.  These include 
Caltrain, Capitol Corridor, and ACE; excellent starts and very successful trains, but to obtain high peak market shares, peak 
service would need to run closer to 10 – 20 trains per hour in each direction.   
 
Most Backbone Corridors are served primarily by freeways, which are clogged at peak time and which carry the vast majority of 
people.   
 
Meaningful market shares on transit are driven by the following factors: 
- High capacity transit (capable of >20,000 people / hour per direction – e.g. grade-separated 10-car trains, 3 minute intervals) 
- High speed transit (express and/or high peak speed relative to automobiles) 
- Seamless Interconnection 
- Frequent service (5 minutes or better) 
Note that I don’t mention cost of the trips.  Certainly cost is a factor, but I think the 3 most important factors in transit ridership are 
as follows:  time, time, and time.  If transit is faster, people will use transit.  If cars are faster, people will use cars.   
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Backbone Corridor Peak 
Time Transit Market 
Share (Fred’s SWAG) 
     
  > 40%  
 

20% - 40%  
 
5% - 20% 
 
<5% 

  
 

#68



Backbone Corridor Congestion 
Consider congestion along the Bay Area’s Backbone corridors.  Generally, where BART runs, congestion is managed to a couple 
hours per day or less in each direction, or say <24 hours / week.  (2 hours morning, 2 hours evening, x 6 days / week).  An 
exception might be the Bay Bridge, which is such a saturated corridor that even BART is currently insufficient.   
 
Areas with no high-capacity transit (<20,000 people/hour) have horrible congestion, running >5 hours each morning and 5 hours 
each evening or >60 hours per week.  Marin, San Francisco (between downtown and Golden Gate Bridge), and I-580 east from 
Dublin come to mind.  I think I-80 through Berkeley has been stop and go 24/7 since I moved to Northern California in 1980… 
almost.   
 
Caltrain simply has insufficient frequency to serve the peninsula’s current needs and the peninsula suffers greatly because of this 
limited capacity.   
 
680 on Sunol Grade and San Ramon Valley is on the ragged edge of becoming a nightmare.  By 2020 it will be awful and by 2035 
it will be beyond awful.   
 
Please see Backbone Corridor Congestion map.  I recommend that MTC use correct data from roadway sensors over the 
course of a year and develop a map like this to show where the hot spots are.  My SWAG data are only rough estimates, but 
I am confident in most of the relative congestion values.   
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Backbone Corridor 
Congestion (Hours / 
week, Fred’s SWAG)  
 

20 - 35 Hours / wk 
 
35 - 48 hours / wk 
 
48 - 60 Hours / wk 
 
> 60 Hours / wk 
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Recommended Upgrades to the Plan 
The following map and descriptions outline several recommended upgrades to the plan, including developing plans for high-
capacity transit (<20,000 persons / hour in each direction) for some of the Bay Area’s most underserved corridors and transit 
centers for key intermodal junctions.   
 
I would also recommend segmenting the plan into 2 sections to denote planned projects through 2020 and a vision section 
outlining the key sore points and recommended study areas to consider for 2035 implementation.   
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Backbone Corridor Transit Implementation 
 
High Capacity - Existing (>20,000 pass/hour capable) 
High Capacity - Planned (>20,000 pass/hour capable) 
Medium Capacity - Existing (4,000-20,000 pass/hour 
capable, such as bus, at-grade rail) 
Medium Capacity - Planned (4,000 – 20,000 pass/hour 
capable, such as bus, at-grade rail) 
Low Capacity - Existing (<4,000 pass/hour) 
Low Capacity - Planned  (<4,000 pass/hour) 
 
High-Capacity Plan Needed; Existing Plans Ensure Low 
Transit Market Share 

 
Major Intermodal Junction – Transit Hub Planned 
Major Intermodal Junction - Transit Hub Plan Needed 
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Highest priority Corridors 
The following corridors have a massive demand at peak times and the roadways are woefully inadequate to meet these needs: 
- Fremont – San Jose   

o BART is planned 
- Caltrain (south San Jose to SF) 

o 2 trains per hour, or even 4 trains per our per direction is woefully inadequate for the demand on this corridor.  In 
addition to electrification, full grade separation and 3 minute intervals should be in the vision for 2035.   

- I80 Corridor - Oakland through Vallejo, Fairfield, Sacramento   
o Capitol Corridor is beginning to alleviate some of this, but the technology is way too old to attract meaningful ridership.  

Full grade separation and 15 minute service would help.  5-10 minute service intervals would more closely match the 
demand on I80 corridor.   

- Golden Gate 
o Convert 1 lane (center or perhaps 1 side) to single-track muni line with 6 or 8 car trains.  Converting 1 lane will change 

the current lane capacity for 2,500 people per hour to a new lane capacity of 10,000 people per hour with light rail and 
careful control technology to sequence trains on single-track.  THIS WOULD BE LIKE ADDING A 2ND GOLDEN GATE 
BRIDGE.  Perhaps Marin would support joining BART and the BART technology chosen for Marin would resemble 
Muni light rail in order to fit on the Golden Gate bridge.  Of course, connect any Golden Gate rail to BART; probably at 
Civic Center.   

- 680 Corridor 
o Express busses and rapid busses are a good interim idea.  Longer range, high capacity transit would make sense.  680 

is saturated today.  In a quarter century, it will be unbearable.   
 
 
Intermodal Transit Hubs 
While two transit hubs are planned, a quarter-century plan should address several more areas where we have a convergence of 2 
or more freeways and one or more rail lines.   
- West Oakland Transit Hub 

o BART and Capitol Corridor, plus automobile and bus interchange, is sorely needed.  Capitol Corridor currently runs just 
several hundred feet from the west Oakland station.  Consider a capitol corridor spur to West Oakland station or move 
the West Oakland station.  Frankly, I find it very strange that a 25 year plan doesn’t include this.     

 
- Fremont Transit Hub 

o With BART, ACE, Capitol Corridor, and Dumbarton all coming together within a couple miles of each other, plans 
should be developed to relocate one or both of these stations.  Busses should have dedicated alignments to get to 
HOT lanes and to the transit center.  Again, (apologies for the all caps..:)   ), but, THIS IS A 2035 PLAN!.  Let’s begin 
the sketches now; maybe a quarter century is enough time to make some progress.   

 
- Dublin Transit Hub 
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o I580 / I680 / BART is a major intermodal interchange.  You have Express busses and cars from 4 directions coming 
together with BART westbound and a possible future rail eastbound.  HOT lanes should have their own offramps into 
the BART station for busses.  The time savings for busses to get on and off the freeways will improve bus ridership to 
connect to BART.  Busses shouldn’t have to wait for all the lights.   

 
- Walnut Creek Transit Hub 

o Like Dublin, this is a major intermodal convergence point for express busses and cars from 3 directions and BART from 
2 directions.  Busses should not have to wait for traffic signals and should have dedicated on/off ramps to HOT lanes.   

 
 
Feeding the Backbone Corridors 
Bus rapid transit corridors or streetcar corridors should be identified on all major road boulevards in the bay area to feed BART 
and Caltrain stations.  From University Ave in Palo Alto to Ygnacio Valley to Stevens Creek to Mowery to College ave to Hopyard, 
and so on.  MTC should identify Bus Rapid Transit or light rail key study zones radiating from every BART and Caltrain station.  
These routes can then be prioritized for some form of transit such as Light Rail and/or Bus Rapid Transit.   
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From: Carolyn Clevenger
To: Byrne, Betty Jo
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 1/30/2009 5:04 PM
Subject: Re: Moving goods and high speed rail comments

Dear Ms. Byrne,

Thank you for your comments on MTC's Transportation 2035 regarding both moving goods via trains and 
the high speed rail project. 

MTC agrees that efforts should be made to encourage moving goods via rail, rather than trucks, in order 
to reduce congestion and wear and tear on our regional highway network and to reduce emissions per 
ton of freight moved. 

The "Moving Goods in Northern California" piece in Transportation 2035 features a summary of MTC's 
efforts pertaining to the Trade Corridors Improvement Fund (TCIF). MTC worked with our local, regional 
and state partners, as well as the Port of Oakland and major railroads, to develop a program of projects 
for TCIF funding. Our strategy highlighted the importance of investing in the region's rail infrastructure to 
encourage a modal shift from trucks to rail. The program of projects included investments in the main rail 
infrastructure serving Northern California, as well as investments in short-line services connecting the 
Port of Oakland and points in the Central Valley via rail service. MTC will continue to work with our 
partners in efforts to move these projects forward. 

We share your support for the high speed rail project and hope it can be implemented quickly.

We appreciate your input and your comments will be forwarded to the Commission. The final action on 
the draft plan is expected by the Commission on March 25 and you can stay up to date by checking 
www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035. 

Carolyn Clevenger

Carolyn Clevenger
Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607

510.817.5736
cclevenger@mtc.ca.gov

>>> Betty Jo Byrne <bjb5@earthlink.net> 1/23/2009 11:35 AM >>>
I gave input on the last round of planning, but missed being involved  
in 2035.

I just reviewed the 2035 plan. The one thing that I didn't see, may  
have missed, wonder about the the
feasibility of, is using trains to move goods instead of trucks. Yes,  
that would probably mean a lot of reconfiguration,
new building, etc., but in the long run, intuitively it would seem to  
lessen congestion and air pollution.
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I'm glad the high speed rail was approved by the voters, no matter  
when the funds are available to build it.
It seems to me that high speed rail needs to replace or at least  
supplement a lot of air and freeway travel
across our large nation.

Lots of work and thinking went into this, which I appreciate.
I'm now going back into your data base to see what I can for a bike  
route map.

Truly,
Betty Jo Byrne
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From: Carolyn Clevenger
To: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/2/2009 8:50 AM
Subject: Fwd: Re: Moving goods and high speed rail comments

A response to my 'response to comments'. 

Carolyn

>>> Betty Jo Byrne <bjb5@earthlink.net> 1/31/2009 8:38 PM >>>
Dear Carolyn,
Thanks so much for your reply/clarification. I'm 
grateful we're on the same thinking re: rail.
You're all doing a great job, I appreciate it.
Betty Jo Byrne

-----Original Message-----
>From: Carolyn Clevenger <cclevenger@mtc.ca.gov>
>Sent: Jan 30, 2009 5:04 PM
>To: Betty Jo Byrne <bjb5@earthlink.net>
>Cc: MTC info <info@mtc.ca.gov>
>Subject: Re: Moving goods and high speed rail comments
>
>Dear Ms. Byrne,
>
>Thank you for your comments on MTC's Transportation 2035 regarding both moving goods via trains 
and the high speed rail project. 
>
>MTC agrees that efforts should be made to encourage moving goods via rail, rather than trucks, in 
order to reduce congestion and wear and tear on our regional highway network and to reduce emissions 
per ton of freight moved. 
>
>The "Moving Goods in Northern California" piece in Transportation 2035 features a summary of MTC's 
efforts pertaining to the Trade Corridors Improvement Fund (TCIF). MTC worked with our local, regional 
and state partners, as well as the Port of Oakland and major railroads, to develop a program of projects 
for TCIF funding. Our strategy highlighted the importance of investing in the region's rail infrastructure to 
encourage a modal shift from trucks to rail. The program of projects included investments in the main rail 
infrastructure serving Northern California, as well as investments in short-line services connecting the 
Port of Oakland and points in the Central Valley via rail service. MTC will continue to work with our 
partners in efforts to move these projects forward. 
>
>We share your support for the high speed rail project and hope it can be implemented quickly.
>
>We appreciate your input and your comments will be forwarded to the Commission. The final action on 
the draft plan is expected by the Commission on March 25 and you can stay up to date by checking 
www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035. 
>
>Carolyn Clevenger
>
>
>Carolyn Clevenger
>Planner
>Metropolitan Transportation Commission
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>101 Eighth Street
>Oakland, CA 94607
>
>510.817.5736
>cclevenger@mtc.ca.gov 
>
>>>> Betty Jo Byrne <bjb5@earthlink.net> 1/23/2009 11:35 AM >>>
>I gave input on the last round of planning, but missed being involved  
>in 2035.
>
>I just reviewed the 2035 plan. The one thing that I didn't see, may  
>have missed, wonder about the the
>feasibility of, is using trains to move goods instead of trucks. Yes,  
>that would probably mean a lot of reconfiguration,
>new building, etc., but in the long run, intuitively it would seem to  
>lessen congestion and air pollution.
>
>I'm glad the high speed rail was approved by the voters, no matter  
>when the funds are available to build it.
>It seems to me that high speed rail needs to replace or at least  
>supplement a lot of air and freeway travel
>across our large nation.
>
>Lots of work and thinking went into this, which I appreciate.
>I'm now going back into your data base to see what I can for a bike  
>route map.
>
>Truly,
>Betty Jo Byrne
>
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From: BikePlan
To: NCBCHilberman@comcast.net
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/4/2009 10:37 AM
Subject: Re: Draft RBP
Attachments: MTC_RTB_1-23_NCBC.pdf

Wendy,
 
Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan and corrections to the Regional Bikeways 
Network (RBN). We appreciate the effort to correct project listings on the RBN.
 
All of your corrections to projects will be made to the maps as well as the project tables in Appendix A 
and B. 
 
MTC conducted a through review by requesting agencies provide the best cost estimates and segment 
descriptions in two rounds of review in 2007. We realize that costs and projects have changed since 
then. Due to the changing nature of the project listings, the corrections will not appear in the Final 
Regional Bicycle Plan but will rather be posted to MTC's website. This will allow us to make changes as 
needed. The maps from the RBN are not intended as route finding maps but to show where the projects 
fall within each jurisdiction. 
 
Please note that since your projects are listed as part of the RBN, it is included in the $1 billion 
investment package that is outlined in the Draft Transportation 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Projects listed in the Bicycle Plan are only projects from the RBN. This network was defined in 2001 with 
input from the local agencies. This plan is only an updated to the 2001 network with a detailed inventory 
of which projects have been completed in the past eight years. This network is not an inclusive list and 
the Regional Bicycle Working Group will define a process to amend projects on the network in the future.
 
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 
 
Thanks,
 
Sean

>>> <NCBCHilberman@comcast.net> 1/23/2009 11:39 AM >>>
Dear Sean Co, the Napa County Bicycle Coalition has attached a comment letter regarding the Regional 
Bikeway Plan (RBP).  For any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me.  Thank-you 
for your time and consideration of our input.  
 
--
Wendy Hilberman, Executive Director 
Napa County Bicycle Coalition 
707-486-5648
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3379 Solano Ave. #1700 
Napa, CA 94558 

wendy@napabike.org 
Phone 707-486-5648 

 
 
January 22, 2009 
 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Attention: Sean Co 
101 Eighth 
Oakland, CA 94607 
 
CC: NCTPA 
 
Re: Draft Regional Bikeway Plan 
 
The Napa County Bicycle Coalition would like to thank the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission for the time and effort put into developing this plan.  Increasing the infrastructure for 
bicycling will help MTC achieve many of the goals described in your 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan including reducing environmental impacts, improving economics and 
promoting transportation equity throughout the San Francisco Bay Area.  
 
We would like to express support for and endorse the letter that the Bay Area Bicycle Coalition 
has written to the MTC regarding the Regional Bikeway Plan.  We appreciate the hard work of 
the BABC and fully endorse and support their letter regarding the RBP.  Each of the Bay Area 
Coalitions were asked to provide significant input and support in the drafting of this letter.   
 
While we are pleased and excited with the direction of the RBP we have a few suggestions 
regarding the unbuilt and built sections outlined in the Network Links section for Napa County. 
  
In the outline of the Regional Bikeway Network Links there are a few areas that may not be 
correctly represented. 
 

1. For NAP-1, we believe that this line refers to American Canyon Blvd, yet it is listed as 
1st/2nd street.  It has a bike lane west of Hwy 29, but there is nothing from Hwy 29 to the 
county line/I-80. 
 

2. For NAP-2, there is a bike lane on Las Amigas from the intersection of Milton Rd and 
Las Amigas to Cuttings Wharf Rd.  The bike lane then continues on Cuttings Wharf to 
Hwy 121.  The section on Las Amigas west of Milton to Duhig is unbuilt, as is the bike 
lane on Duhig to the county line. 

 
3. For NAP-3, the section on Freeway Dr from First St to Imola is built, but it is not listed in 

the built section.   
 

4. The section on Golden Gate Dr from Imola to Hwy 121 is unbuilt. 
 

5. For NAP-4, there is no bike lane on Hwy 12, so that seems correct.  
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In the Built section of the Existing Regional Bikeway Network Links section there were a few 
sections that are presently built and were not included on the list. 
 

1. Solano Ave from Napa to Yountville is not currently included in this plan.  It is a 
more direct route between Napa and Yountville, and it's already built.  It exists as a 
class 2 from Lincoln Ave in Napa to California in Yountville.   
 

2. The class 2 on Oakville Cross Rd is built between Silverado Trail and Hwy 29.   
 

3. The Wine Train Trail (or Commuter Trail) is built from Trancas and Solano to Main 
in Napa and will be completed to Vallejo and Soscol this year.   

4. The River Trail is built between Trancas and Lincoln. 

5. There are routes from Napa to American Canyon that don't go on the highway, we 
believe these should be included.   

6. The proposed River Trail from Kennedy Park in Napa to Wetlands Edge in American 
Canyon is unbuilt, but has a study done, and there is some work being done in 
American Canyon.   

7. There is also a bike lane along Devlin Rd from Soscol Ferry Rd to Airport Rd, and 
the 2035 plan calls for extending Devlin to Green Island Rd in American Canyon. 
The study done on the River trail from Napa to American Canyon also looked at 
Devlin as an alternate route and it is better as a commuter route. 

8. Not included in this list is the Napa Greenway Feasibility Study (also referred to as 
the Vine Trail) that proposes constructing a continuous bikeway from the Baylink 
Ferry terminal in Vallejo north through the Napa Valley.  We support the creation of 
this trail and are an active partner in the Vine Trail Coalition. 

The Napa County Bicycle Coalition greatly appreciates your time reviewing this document to 
ensure that the Regional Bicycle Plan is accurate and representative of the current and future 
conditions of Napa County.  As the county moves towards efforts to reduce both green house 
emissions and vehicle miles traveled, it makes logical sense to look to solutions that support 
increasing bicycle and walking trips countywide.  We look forward to continuing to work with 
MTC as you finalize the Regional Bicycle Plan so that we may improve the quality of bicycling 
throughout the Bay Area. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
Wendy Hilberman 
 
Wendy Hilberman 
Executive Director 
Napa County Bicycle Coalition 
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From: John Goodwin
To: robert tanner
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 1/26/2009 10:20 AM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comment (Tanner-Intersection Performance)

Dear Mr. Tanner:
   Thank you for your thoughtful comments on the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan and for your detailed 
recommendations about the myriad ways in which intersection performance might be improved. We 
appreciate as well your recommendations for additional HOT lane corridors and express bus routes.  Your 
suggestions will be forwarded to MTC's Highway and Arterial Operations section, as well as to the full 
Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan in March 2009.
    In the meantime, I invite you to continue to share your insights and observations with MTC staff. We 
appreciate your interest in regional transportation issues of all sorts, and in particular your expertise in 
traffic operations. 

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> "robert tanner" <robertbtanner@att.net> 1/24/2009 10:33 PM >>>
To: MTC
I have taken the time to review the 2035 Plan. I agree with such things as
the FOCUS plan, as this is needed to help develop transit corridors, such as
the SMART train in Sonoma County. I also approve the development of the HOT
lane system, not only to help the freeway system, but to expand the
opportunity for express bus service.
Although the freeway system is mature within the central core, I would like
to see if the HOT lane system could be used to expand the freeway network in
the North Bay.
I would like to see the HOT lane system expanded to include the Hwy 37
corridor between Novato and Vallejo as it would help the cost of eliminating
the two traffic signals on that road as well as the needed widening and
raising the roadbed to avoid flooding. (I do not think we will be able to
avoid the sea level rise as projected.) I am also contemplating proposing an
express bus line from the future Novato SMART station to Vallejo, Martinez
and Pittsburg-Bay Point BART in that corridor.
I would also like to see the HOT lane system extended up Hwy 29 between
Vallejo (Hwy 37) and  Napa to help fund the upgrading of that highway to
freeway status. Napa Vine buses would benefit.from increased speed in the
HOT lanes in that corridor.
I also want to see the Hwy 4 Bypass in Brentwood, extended to the 580/205
interchange in Tracy with HOT lanes in its center divider. There are many
commuters out of Brentwood that would use those lanes, also commuters from
the Central Valley to the industrial areas along hwy 4 would use them as
well. Also, there are Tri-Delta transit buses that would also use the HOT
lanes.
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The main reason I advocate freeways, is that on far too many surface
arterials, there are huge, wide intersections with multi lanes and four
separate left-turn phases or single movement split-phases. These
intersections are a HUGE source of pollution and GHG from all the
dead-stopped, idling vehicles that are waiting for signals that can take up
to 90 seconds between green lights. This idling vehicle pollution and GHG
source is ongoing, even during non-peak hours.We have numerous intersections
like this all over the Bay Area, especially in the Suburban areas. This
makes any attempt to speed up traffic with sophisticated traffic control
systems next to impossible, as any attempt to favor one corridor results in
increased delay to the intersecting corridor. Bottom line: Nothing is
improved.
Worse than that, these slow-signaled intersections massively slow down bus
schedules, reducing their attractiveness. Also, such intersection are a HUGE
disincentive to pedestrian or bicycle travel, virtually killing those
options.
In the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), in Section Four,
my concern about traffic signals is addressed in the latter part of Sec.
4B.03. In the next Section, 4B.04, a list of alternatives is presented,
including Roundabouts and All Way Stop sign control.
The Federal Highway Administration is trying to reduce accidents by
advocating Roundabouts. They are also trying to improve efficiency and
safety at signalized intersection by developing the new Flashing Yellow
Arrow (FYA) Protective-Permissive left-turn signal, or PPLT. At this time
Caltrans is working on making this signal safer by a slight adjustment of
the phases. Contact Mr. Ahmad Rastengarpour at Caltrans HQ in Sacramento as
he was working on it.
If we are to really address the issue of Climate Change and traffic
congestion, we have to address the issue of intersections!
These are our options:
1) ALL-WAY STOP SIGN CONTROL: Some communities could go this way, at least
in part. Advantages are:
a) Gives advantage to pedestrians and bicyclists, encouraging these modes.
b) Less expensive to maintain (Many communities could use the savings to
catch up on their pavement maintanence.)
c) Far safer for motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists.
d) Less potential for liability claims against a govermental enity.
e) Makes downtowns more attractive to shoppers. (like Downtown Martinez.)
2) ROUNDABOUTS: Excellent for rural areas and areas in town with enough
room.
Advantages are:
a) Can handle more traffic than Stop Signs. Also does well in situations
where there is a lot of turning movements
b) Traffic more or less keeps moving, reducing idling vehicle pollution and
GHG.
c) Far SAFER than lights, as traffic is slowed to about 20 MPH, and if
accidents occur they are slow speed sideswipes and NOT deadly high-speed
broadside collisions.
d) More attractive than wide, complex intersections. Far less visual impact
on rural areas. Ideal for isolated two-lane road intersections in rural
areas or two-laned 'Road Dieted' corridors in towns.
e) Can be more friendly to pedestrians than forcing them to wait at a light,
pounding a push button. Same for bicyclists. (Could be made safer with
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pedestrian safety signals)
f) Reduced water runoff issues as center of roundabout can be landscaped.
3) PROTECTIVE-PERMISSIVE LEFT-TURN SIGNALING (PPLT) Can be used with single
left-turn lane only.
Advantages are:
a) Allows retention of signals, if other options not available, but improves
efficiencies.
b) Lower speed limits required improves safety. (Requires speeds less than
40 MPH)
c) Improves traffic flow at relatively low cost, enhances ITS operations.
d) Reduces delay, and idling vehicle pollution and GHG.
e) Use of Flashing Yellow Arrow (FYA) is easier for drivers to interpret,
improving safety.
4) COMPACT INTERCHANGE: This is designed to fit within the existing
right-of-way with only the center lanes going up and over a flyover or down
and under a diveunder. The curb lanes continue to the cross street,
providing access. Suitable for MAJOR multi-lane arterial intersections only,
as costs limit application.
Advantages are:
a) Maximum enhancement of traffic capacity, reduces or eliminates need for
road widening or building additional roads.
b) Maximum reduction of pollution and GHG at intersection from idling
vehicles.
c) Reduction of delay at cross street, reducing its congestion as well.
d) Less delay for bicyclists and pedestrians crossing major arterial.
e) Bicyclists and pedestrians can still use arterial, as curb lane and
sidewalks remain.
f) Transit buses can still service arterial by using curb lanes and passing
through intersection.
g) Allows ITS systems to actually improve traffic throughput on other
portions of major arterial.
That is my comment on the Change in Motion Transportation 2035 Plan. Until
we deal with these dreadfully slow multi-phased signalized intersections, we
will not begin to grapple with the very real issue of Global Climate Change.
I've been reviewing this issue for twenty years. I even drove to Sacramento
to meet with Caltrans officials there to discuss this on July 18, 2007. I
met with Mr. Isif Haq, Mr. Jeff McCrae and Mr. Ahmad Rastengarpour. It was
Ahmad that suggested I take up traffic consulting. I've been attending the
the Board and TAC meetings of the SCTA in Sonoma County ever since.
If you want more people to walk, bicycle, or take public bus transit, we've
got to grapple with the problem as to what to do with intersections!
I've offered four options. You will need to use them all, wherever each is
most appropriate.
I appreciate your extending to me the opportunity to comment.
Thank you for your time.
Robert B. Tanner
P.O. Box 77
Rio Nido, CA 95471-0077
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From: Liz Brisson
To: Frances Taylor
CC: MTC info
Date: 2/23/2009 11:37 AM
Subject: Re: comment on RTP

Dear Mr. Taylor, 

Thank you for your interest in the Transportation 2035 Plan.  Your comment raises concerns about the 
Plan's investments in highway expansions and suggests the Final Plan include a greater commitment to 
smart growth. 

The Draft Plan's investment in new roadways is limited.  Roadway lane miles will increase by only 6% in 
the 25-year horizon of the plan, while transit supply will increase by 18%. And, over two-thirds of the 
new freeway miles will be for the Regional High Occupancy-Toll l (HOT) Network, which is expected to 
generate $6.1 billion for transportation corridor improvements including transit operating and capital 
needs. At the same time, the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan includes a significant investment in projects 
intended to support smart growth and reduce vehicle usage.  These investments include funding for the 
Regional Bicycle Plan, the Transportation Climate Action Campaign, the Transportation for Livable 
Communities program, and the Regional Transit Expansion Program (see Chapter 4 of the Plan). 

We will forward your comments on to the full Commission.  The Commission is expected to adopt a final 
version of the Transportation 2035 Plan at their March 25th meeting.  You can stay up to date on 
meetings and additional opportunities for public comment related to the Transportation 2035 Plan by 
checking our website at www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035.  Thank you for your time and interest in the 
Transportation 2035 Plan.

Sincerely,

Liz Brisson
Assistant Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
510-817-5794

>>> "Taylor, Frances" <frances.taylor@cmpmedica.com> 1/27/2009 9:08 AM >>>
This plan is very short-sighted as currently written. Expanding highway
capacity to foreclosed homes while starving bursting urban transit
systems is insanity. Why support sprawl and the attendant problems of
obesity, global warming, and dependence on oil when you can support
smart growth and reduction of vehicle usage? Please come to your senses
and revise the RTP now.

 

Sincerely,

Frances Taylor

frances.taylor@cmpmedica.com 
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2982 26th St., San Francisco, CA 94110
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From: Ellen Griffin
To: MTC info;  Sprague Terplan
Date: 3/2/2009 2:16 PM
Subject: Re: Draft 2035 Transportation Plan Comment

Dear Sprague Terplan,

Thank you for your email supporting the basic thrust of the Bay Area's Draft Transportation 2035 Plan to 
fund transit projects and operations at a higher level than for highways. You also expressed support for 
investing in bicycle and pedestrian programs, and efforts to help reduce our region's carbon footprint. 
The Draft 2035 Plan includes funding for a new Climate Action Program, along with Safe Routes to 
Schools/Transit and a new Regional Bicycle Program.

Regarding your support for pricing transportation to achieve the plan's goals for the environment, MTC's 
legislative program includes measures seeking greater authority for the Commission to go to voters for 
approval of gasoline fees, and to seek authority to impose new road pricing fees.

You can view our legislative program at this link:

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/legislation/2009FinalLegisProg.pdf 

Your comments will be forwarded to the Commission, which is expected to take final action on the 2035 
Plan on March 25. Thank you again for taking the time to comment.

Ellen Griffin
MTC Legislation and Public Affairs

>>> Sprague Terplan <spragueterplan@yahoo.com> 1/27/2009 1:33 PM >>>
Draft 2035 Transportation Plan Comment
 
I am unable to attend the public hearings, therefore I respectfully submit this comment:
 
I strongly support a carbon or vehicle-miles traveled tax, congestion pricing (especially in car-clogged 
San Francisco), parking surcharges and a regional gas tax.  All of these fees should provide ample 
revenue for decades to come and they should profoundly influences individual behavior to discourage 
(solo) driving.  We must be saved from ourselves.  Voluntary programs calling for reducing one's "carbon 
footprint" or "Spare the Air" do not make enough of a difference when there is no financial incentive for 
treading lightly.  Furthermore, passenger rail projects that utilize existing right of way should be funded, 
especially when other mass transit options (ie. BART extensions) take longer to be operable and are 
more expensive to build.  More should be done to make transit a speedier option.  This should include 
more bus lanes and more express services (at off-peak hours, too).  Thank you for including such 
proposals in your plan.
 
I applaud the MTC for wanting to "make the cost of driving more expensive" and for recognizing the 
need for more "smart" growth and transit oriented developments.  Please do all in your power to reduce 
our collective carbon footprint and to improve our quality of life by giving us the transit options we need 
to live well without driving.  If I have read your plan correctly, you are planning to fund transit projects 
to a considerably higher tune than road and highway projects.  For this, I congratulate you and 
encourage you to see it through.  Lastly, thank you for continuing to fund bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements.
 
Sprague Terplan
1161 Hayes Street # 3
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San Francisco CA 94117
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From: BikePlan
To: robertraburn@ebbc.org
CC: 'Andrew Casteel'
Date: 2/9/2009 3:30 PM
Subject: Re: EBBC Comments on RBP
Attachments: EBBC Comments on RBP-4.pdf

Robert,
 

Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan. We appreciate your effort to correct project 
listings on the RBN and with comments on the plan in general.
 
24 hour access – Guidelines for future funding will include a section encouraging agencies to allow 24 
hour access. Projects funded with Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) funds guidelines require 
facilities to be open 24 hours per day to reap the maximum air quality benefit as stated by the program 
goals.
 
DD-64 Revision will replace the current DD-64 reference.
 
All of your corrections to projects will be made to the maps as well as the project tables in Appendix A 
and B. 
 
MTC conducted a through review by requesting agencies provide the best cost estimates and segment 
descriptions in two rounds of review in 2007. We realize that costs and projects have changed since 
then. Due to the changing nature of the project listings, the corrections will not appear in the Final 
Regional Bicycle Plan but will rather be posted to MTC's website. This will allow us to make changes as 
needed. The maps from the RBN are not intended as route finding maps but to show where the projects 
fall within each jurisdiction. 
 
Please note that since your projects are listed as part of the RBN, it is included in the $1 billion 
investment package that is outlined in the Draft Transportation 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Projects listed in the Bicycle Plan are only projects from the RBN. This network was defined in 2001 with 
input from the local agencies. This plan is only an updated to the 2001 network with a detailed inventory 
of which projects have been completed in the past eight years. This network is not an inclusive list and 
the Regional Bicycle Working Group will define a process to amend projects on the network in the future.
 
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 
 
 

>>> "Robert Raburn" <robertraburn@ebbc.org> 1/27/2009 3:12 PM >>>
Please see the attached comment letter.

-Robert Raburn, Executive Director
****************************************
East Bay Bicycle Coalition  www.ebbc.org 
PO Box 1736             tel:510-533-7433
Oakland, CA 94604       fax:510-533-7432
Fruitvale Village, 3301 E12th, Suite 143
****************************************
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 TO PROMOTE BICYCLING AS AN EVERYDAY MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION AND RECREATION 

January 27, 2009 

 

Sean Co 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

101 Eighth Street 

Oakland, CA 94607 
-by email: BikePlan@mtc.ca.gov 

 

RE: EBBC Comments on draft Regional Bicycle Plan 

 

Dear Sean: 

 

Many members of the East Bay Bicycle Coalition have contributed to the following comments on 

the Draft Regional Bicycle Plan (RBP). We appreciate your efforts to assemble this important 

plan to complete the regional bikeway network and make the draft available for convenient 

review.  

 

The East Bay Bicycle Coalition (EBBC) heartily endorses the comments submitted by the Bay 

Area Bicycle Coalition (BABC) dated January 21, 2009. We ask that BABC’s four overarching 

concerns—24-Hour Access; Benchmarks for Goals; Integrating Bicycles and Transit; and Bike 

Counts and Mode Share—be addressed in the revised plan. Each concern resonates with our 

membership and we re-emphasize the needs for 24-hour access on regional bikeways and to 

integrate bicycles and transit in our following comments because these issues hold profound 

impact on bicycle commuting in the East Bay. 

 

OVERALL 

 

OMISSION: The RBP is one strong method to implement GHG reduction goals in AB32 

 

REVISE p.5: Include DD-64 Revised (2008) ―Complete Streets – Integrating the Transportation 

System‖ 

 

SUGGESTION: Since 1975, bicycle access on-board BART has evolved to offer a substantial 

option for thousands of East Bay commuters each day. BART’s station access planning is 

moving forward to create a uniform set of criteria to better accommodate bicyclists on-board and 

offer secure parking options. Today, all transit systems in the East Bay accommodate bicycles 

on-board. We need to explicitly encourage careful planning to augment on-board capacity and 

secure parking as priorities for Safe Routes to Transit funding.  

 

QUESTION: Check the figures and make sure there is enough money to implement what is 

suggested. 

 

SUGGESTION: Many regional routes in the East Bay are on Class I East Bay Regional Park 

District paths that have a 10pm to 5am curfew. This is not acceptable as many people need to get 
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around late night and early morning. EBBC members have seen and heard of police profiling 

users of the trails outside of legal hours.  Regional routes must be open 24/7. On-street options or 

Class I paths without curfews must be a component of the RBP. 

 

SUGGESTION: Prioritize installation of the regional route signs.  

 

ALAMEDA COUNTY 

 

OMISSION: During earlier discussions it was agreed to include the I-680 and Niles Canyon 

routes between Fremont and Pleasanton.  

 

OMISSION: A Grizzly Peak gap exists between the Tunnel/Skyline Regional Bikeway (the first 

such bikeway in the Bay Area) and Fish Ranch Road-SR 24 route to Orinda. 

 

OMISSION:  There is a glaring need to include a N-S connection between eastern Alameda and 

Contra Costa County.  Vasco Road is the most likely route that appears on the Alameda 

Countywide Bicycle Plan. We can also suggest Tassajara Road as a cross-county connector that 

currently serves larger populations and the popular Mt Diablo destination. 

 

SUGGESTION: Overreliance on the Bay Trail pathway as a regional commuter route is not 

advisable—especially in areas like near the Martin Luther King Shoreline where the path is 

neither a direct nor convenient travel option for bicyclists. We encourage on-street improvements 

to Oakport Ave to compliment this largely recreational component of the Bay Trail pathway in 

Oakland. 

 

REVISE: The Bay Trail in Hayward is shown as "existing" all the way from the San Leandro 

Marina to Highway 92, yet it a decomposed gravel trail rather than a Class I paved pathway. Parts 

of this gravel trail are pretty rough, especially in the winter. Change the designation to 

―incomplete.‖ EBBC notes that the Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan also incorrectly refers to 

this segment of the Bay Trail as Class I. According to the Caltrans highway Design Manual, ―The 

pavement structure of a bike path should be designed in the same manner as a highway. …A 

minimum pavement thickness of 50 mm of asphalt or concrete is recommended.‖ (Chapt 1000-

11) 

 

 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 

 

REVISE: The Richmond Greenway is shown as unbuilt for the entire route, although it is 

complete from Garrard to 23rd St.  It's also very hard to make out how complete the connection 

is between Hilltop Mall and the I-80 Bikeway to Pt. Pinole Regional Park. 

OMISSION: The best route from West CoCoCo to the Martinez area is via Castro Ranch Road 

(from San Pablo) or Pinole Valley Road (from Pinole Hercules) to Alhambra Valley Road, then 
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north on Alhambra Ave to Martinez. Those are very bike-able, for the most part, and are shown 

on EBBC maps as well as the CBPP.  

 

QUESTION: Why is Old San Pablo Dam road down to Orinda shown as proposed? The road 

shoulder exists, except in El Sobrante. The CBPP (2003) identifies the San Pablo Dam Road 

Bikeway (Appian Way to Bear Creek Road). The map (Figure 3) shows it as both a proposed off-

street bikeway and a proposed on-street bikeway. However, Table 8, "Unbuilt segment on the 

Countywide Bikeway Network" refers to the 3.9 mi segment as Class II/III (CTPL#208). Within 

the City of San Pablo, from Amador St to Morrow Dr is slated for a path on the south side.  

 

REVISE: City of Concord. Concord Boulevard from Clayton to downtown Concord is shown on 

the map as "completed." It is in some places, but is not completed in many places, also. Showing 

this route as completed is an error. 

 

SUGGESTION: Highway 4 from Willow Pass Road to (Solano Way?) is a proposed path north 

of the Diablo Creek Golf Course. This route will require out of direction travel. A better solution 

for a direct route would be a path along the north side of Highway 4 (south of the Diablo Creek 

golf course) between Willow Pass Road and Port Chicago Highway.  

 

REVISE: Ygnacio Valley Road between Walnut Creek and Concord/Clayton at roughly the foot 

of Kirker Pass is shown on the map as complete. It is not. 42" wide sidewalks with signs "bikes 

may use sidewalk" are NOT acceptable according to Caltrans standard as a completed bikeway. 

Ygnacio Valley Road should be on the Regional Network.  

 

REVISE: Ygnacio Valley Road is shown as a regional bike route from Walnut Creek BART to 

the corner of Ygnacio Valley Road and Pine Hollow Road. There is a missing segment to the foot 

of Kirker Pass Road, then Kirker Pass Road is shown on the map as a continuation of the 

Regional Bike Route. The Regional Bike Route is actually shown on the map as taking a detour 

out Pine Hollow Road to downtown Clayton and then returning back to Kirker Pass Road on 

Oakhurst Drive. This route represents out-of-direction travel. Please revise to include the missing 

segment of Ygnacio Valley Road in the Regional Bicycle Network. 

 

OMISSION: The Mokelumne Aqueduct Trail goes from southern Antioch to Central Brentwood. 

It is a direct route that does not have any parallel public streets and should be included on the 

Regional Bike Network.  

 

OMISSION: In Antioch there needs to be a Regional Bike Network connection between Cavallo 

Road/Tregallis Road along Sunset Drive to the Hillcrest Avenue and the Park&Ride. It should 

continue north of the Park&Ride and connect to Viera Avenue/Oakely Road. 

 

SUGGESTION: Please add Taylor Boulevard/Pleasant Hill Road between I680 and SR24 to the 

Regional Bike Network. It is heavily used by cyclists. Shoulders exist along almost the entire 

length. 
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OMISSION: A direct, on-street route from Contra Costa Boulevard/I-680/Blum Road is needed 

to downtown Martinez. Pacheco Boulevard is the obvious candidate and is on the CBPP. 

 

CORRECTION: CC19, the Pittsburg to Oakley on-street route. "West 9th and "L" Street is 

actually in Antioch. A better beginning point would be Railroad Avenue/Central Avenue, 

Pittsburg. The route follows the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway in Antioch which has existing bike 

lanes. 

 

CORRECTION: CC 17, the Pittsburg to Clayton route over Kirker Pass will cost more than $300 

000. The shoulder is only 20" wide and a 5-foot shoulder is needed at a minimum.  

 

CORRECTION: CC37 from Pittsburg downtown to Bay Point BART will cost much more than 

the $173 000 to improve either North Parkside Drive or 10th Street/Willow Pass Road. 

 

SUGGESTION: Add Willow Pass Road between Downtown Concord and Highway 4 to the 

Regional Bike Network. It is the preferred route between Pittsburg and Concord and is included 

on the CBPP.  

 

 

Thank you for all the work that you are doing on behalf of bicyclists throughout the Bay Area. 

Our goal is to adopt a good document that, when fully implemented, will result in the tremendous 

mode shift we all know is possible.  Please call me to discuss any questions you may have or 

allow us to provide clarification.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Robert Raburn, PhD 

 
Executive Director 

#74



(3/9/2009) MTC info - Re: Question about San Mateo County transportation project Page 1

From: Liz Brisson
To: rpap@coastal.ca.gov
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 1/30/2009 8:21 AM
Subject: Re: Question about San Mateo County transportation project

Ruby-

Thank you for interest in the Transportation 2035 Plan.  After the final version of the Plan is adopted in 
March, MTC will publish a Project Notebook and online database in April with greater detail about 
individual projects such as project costs and funding, purpose and scope, planning context, and schedule.  
MTC receives this information from project sponsors and the level of detail of descriptions varies from 
project to project.

Here is some additional information on the two projects you asked about:

Project #230349
Project/Program: Improve local access to National Park Service (NPS) lands in San Mateo
Scope: Construct intersection improvements at Shelldance Road and Route 1, wayfinding improvements 
for improved park access, multi-modal trail access improvements, and safety enhancements for parklands 
access from Route 1.
Purpose: To increase safety and improve access to parklands for all modes.
Contact Agency: GGNRA

Project #22268 
Project/Program: Provide countywide shuttle service between Caltrain stations and major activity centers 
(includes purchase of vehicles)
Scope: Provide countywide shuttle service between Caltrain stations and major activity centers (includes 
purchase of vehicles).
Purpose: To encourage additional transit use and reduce the need for automobile commute trips.
Contact Agency: SamTrans

The Commission is expected to adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan at their March 25th 
meeting.  You can stay up to date on meetings and additional opportunities for public comment related 
to the Transportation 2035 Plan by checking our website at  www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035 .  Thank you for 
your time and interest in the Transportation 2035 Plan.

Liz Brisson
Assistant Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
510-817-5794

>>> "Ruby Pap" <rpap@coastal.ca.gov> 1/28/2009 5:03:23 PM >>>
Hi Ashley,

I am reading the Draft 2035 Plan and I have a question. This is NOT a
comment on the DEIR. In Appendix 1, Projects, each project is listed by
reference number. Can you direct me to where I can find more info about
a project, using the reference number? I am curious San Mateo projects,
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specifically #230349 (Improve local access to NPS lands in SMCO) and
#22268 (Provide countywide shuttle service between Caltrain stations and
major activity centers). Thanks! -Ruby

 

 

 

 

  

Ruby Pap

District Supervisor

North Central Coast District

California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

phone (415) 904-5268

fax (415) 904-5400

 

#75



(3/9/2009) MTC info - T-2035 Comment (John-Planning Advances) Page 1

From: John Goodwin
To: happyfeet@empal.com
CC: Ashley Nguyen;  info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 1/29/2009 4:32 PM
Subject: T-2035 Comment (John-Planning Advances)

Dear John:
   Ashley Nguyen of the MTC Planning section forwarded your email to me. Ashley and I, and all the rest 
of the MTC staff, thank you for taking the time to attend the public hearing on the Draft Transportation 
2035 Plan this week. 
   I am sorry to report that MTC does not have a document that specifically identifies which portions of 
the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan represent advance from previous regional transportation plans. But 
there are several areas in which the Draft Plan breaks new ground. At the agency level these include the 
collaboration between MTC and the Association of Bay Area Governments, the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission that produced the Draft 
Plan. The Draft Plan also features a pioneering focus on specific performance targets. And it marks the 
first time we started the planning process by defining a vision for the next 25 years rather than by 
figuring out what our investment budget would be. 
    At the investment and policy level, advances represented in the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan include 
a $400 million commitment to a climate action campaign as well as other investments to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, the FOCUS program of incentives for local governments to promote future 
growth in Priority Development Areas, and the Regional HOT Network, which is provides much more 
definition to a proposal introduced in the Transportation 2030 Plan adopted by the Commission in 2005.
    Perhaps the best encapsulation of the Draft Plan's advances is the introductory Call for Change and 
the Overview section that immediately follows. We thank you again for your participation in the 
Transportation 2035 process and for your continuing interest in regional transportation issues.  
     
   

>> "Happyfeet" <happyfeet@empal.com> 1/29/2009 1:54:16 PM >>>

Dear Ashley,
 
Hello? I'm one of attendants at the past public hearing. Again I appreicate MTC efforts for everything 
related to Transportation 2035! Could you do me a favor? I'm assuming MTC has a brief report or note 
about what elements in detail are advanced, compared to prior RTP 2001 and Transportation 2030. Some 
sentances here and there in the Transportation 2035 indicates such progress, but it would be much 
helpful for the public if there is a separate summary note about that so that we can conviniently 
investigate progresses and challenges. Would you please advice any reference? 
Thanks!
 
John    

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov
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From: John Goodwin
To: "Happyfeet"
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/2/2009 10:25 AM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comment (John-Planning Advances)
Attachments: T2030 Public Outreach.pdf

John:
   With regard to the Transportation 2030 Plan, the report detailing MTC's written responses to public 
comments is known as the Public Outreach and Involvement Program Appendix VI. A second volume of 
these responses is entitled "Phase 3 Appendices, Volume Two." This report can be found in the MTC-
ABAG Library. It is not available online because the appendices are so large.
    To gauge whether and how MTC has taken action on public comments about the Draft Transportation 
2035 Plan, there are both short-term and long-term options.  The more immediate option is to attend the 
February meeting of MTC's Planning Committee, where Transportation 2035 project manager Ashley 
Nguyen will deliver a presentation detailing comments heard and the Commission's responses. This 
meeting will be held here at the MetroCenter Building on Friday, Feb. 13 at 9 a.m. Attached is a pdf file 
of a PowerPoint presentation delivered to the Planning Committee in late 2004 as the Transportation 
2030 planning process neared its conclusion. This is a point similar to where MTC is now with the Draft 
Transportation 2035 Plan.
   A longer-term gauge of the Commission's response may be found in the next update to the Bay Area's 
regional transportation plan, which MTC will be obliged to adopt within the next five years. Several 
initiatives in the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan are the result of the public's recommendations during 
development of the Transportation 2030 Plan, which was adopted by the Commission in 2005.

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> "Happyfeet" <happyfeet@empal.com> 1/31/2009 4:38 PM >>>

Dear John,
 
Thank you for the answer. Can I ask one more question? I'm reading the Final T2030 Public Outreach & 
Involvement Evaluation Report. In Page 10, the following said: 
 
All letter writers who commented on the Transportation 2030 Plan
received a specific letter in reply from MTC. In addition,
participants who commented through workshops and the Web sit
could track results in three ways: overview mailing, attending
Commission meetings, and reviewing the MTC Web site. Every
correspondent was sent a response from a commissioner or a staff
member.
 
Here is my question. Is there any report regarding what specific response for each comment was made? 
How can we confirm whether public comments at meetings have been accepted or rejected? Would you 
please advice? Please feel free to share any useful information that you think I might be intereted in. 
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Thanks!
 
John  

---------- Original Message ---------- 
From : John Goodwin(jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov) 
To : 
Cc : Ashley Nguyen(ANguyen@mtc.ca.gov), MTC info(info@mtc.ca.gov) 
Sent : Friday, Jan 30, 2009 09:33 AM 
Subject : T-2035 Comment (John-Planning Advances) 

> Dear John: 
> Ashley Nguyen of the MTC Planning section forwarded your email to me. Ashley and I, and all the rest 
of the MTC staff, thank you for taking the time to attend the public hearing on the Draft Transportation 
2035 Plan this week. 
> I am sorry to report that MTC does not have a document that specifically identifies which portions of 
the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan represent advance from previous regional transportation plans. But 
there are several areas in which the Draft Plan breaks new ground. At the agency level these include the 
collaboration between MTC and the Association of Bay Area Governments, the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission that produced the Draft 
Plan. The Draft Plan also features a pioneering focus on specific performance targets. And it marks the 
first time we started the planning process by defining a vision for the next 25 years rather than by 
figuring out what our investment budget would be. 
> At the investment and policy level, advances represented in the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan include 
a $400 million commitment to a climate action campaign as well as other investments to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, the FOCUS program of incentives for local governments to promote future 
growth in Priority Development Areas, and the Regional HOT Network, which is provides much more 
definition to a proposal introduced in the Transportation 2030 Plan adopted by the Commission in 2005. 
> Perhaps the best encapsulation of the Draft Plan's advances is the introductory Call for Change and the 
Overview section that immediately follows. We thank you again for your participation in the 
Transportation 2035 process and for your continuing interest in regional transportation issues. 
> 
> 
> 
>>> "Happyfeet" <happyfeet@empal.com> 1/29/2009 1:54:16 PM >>> 
> 
>Dear Ashley, 
> 
>Hello? I'm one of attendants at the past public hearing. Again I appreicate MTC efforts for everything 
related to Transportation 2035! Could you do me a favor? I'm assuming MTC has a brief report or note 
about what elements in detail are advanced, compared to prior RTP 2001 and Transportation 2030. Some 
sentances here and there in the Transportation 2035 indicates such progress, but it would be much 
helpful for the public if there is a separate summary note about that so that we can conviniently 
investigate progresses and challenges. Would you please advice any reference? 
>Thanks! 
> 
>John 
> 
> 
>John Goodwin 
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>Public Information Officer 
>Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
>MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street 
>Oakland, CA 94607 
>Phone: (510) 817-5862 
>Fax: (510) 817-5848 
>email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov 

 ( http://www.empas.com ) ( http://mail.empas.com/event/2006_story/12.html )
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From: Ashley Nguyen
To: bbarzan@yahoo.com
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 1/30/2009 8:41 AM
Subject: Re: Transportation 2035 Comment (Expand Planning to Central Valley)

Hi Bob:

Many thanks for your comments. I agree with you that regional transportation planning doesn't stop at 
the nine-county Bay Area region borders, but should account for what happens between other mega 
regions around us, especially since travel doesn't stop at borders either. In developing Regional 
Transportation Plans (RTPs), however, the federal planning regulations do confine us to the San 
Francisco metropolitan area. This is why you see the plan focused on just the Bay Area with notes about 
interregional travel.

But the reality is that when we do day-to-day planning, there is collaboration with our neighboring 
regions. The best example is the recent work that MTC did with the California High-Speed Rail Authority 
in looking at a statewide high-speed train system that would serve Northern California (SF/SJ, 
Sacramento, Stockton, Modesto and Merced) and connect us with Southern California. We also 
coordinate with the San Joaquin Council of Governments in looking at projects (especially goods 
movement and commute traffic) that passes through the Altamont Corridor (I-580). The same applies 
with projects of mutual interest between us and the Sacramento Council of Governments with respect to 
I-80. Lastly, Bay Area agencies are updating the 2000 Regional Airport System Plan. It's clear from out 
initial assessments that the region's commercial airports will be hard pressed to provide need runway 
capacity to accommodate future demand. Part of the update is evaluating opportunities for Central Valley 
and Monterey airports to provide that additional capacity (see 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/air_plan/update.htm for more details).

But I must admit that we can and should do more, and I hope we can do this as part of future planning 
projects, particularly to your point about airport planning efforts that we do here; that is, I agree with 
you that more should be done to account for air travel in the Central Valley.

I appreciate your constructive comments and kind words, and thank you for your interest and 
participation in the Transportation 2035 planning effort.

Regards,
Ashley

Ashley Nguyen
Senior Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
Tel. 510.817.5809 | Fax 510.817.5848

>>> Bob Barzan <bbarzan@yahoo.com> 1/29/2009 3:29:02 PM >>>

Dear Ashley Nguyen,
 
In looking over the Transportation 2035 Plan a couple of things seem missing. Although the Central 
Valley is mentioned here and there, for the most part, the plan reflects a world-view that isolates the Bay 
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Area from the rest of the state, especially the three large population centers immediately east of the Bay 
Area; Sacramento, Stockton, and Modesto, and to a lesser extent Merced. 
 
Right now these cities have a combined metro population of about 3.5 million people, about the size of 
Los Angeles, right on the proverbial doorsteps of the Bay Area. By 2035 there will be nearly twice that 
number. Not including these areas undermines the credibility of the entire study because the impact of 
the transportation needs between the Bay Area and the Central Valley will be major, much more so than 
transportation needs within some areas of the Bay Area.
 
Access to workers, jobs, goods, airports, manufacturing facilities, recreational facilities will require large 
number of people and things to move back and forth between these two huge population centers. 
Thought the plan mentions that this will be the case, it does not address how to best move forward and 
include the Central Valley. I think the plan needs to include more study of how the Bay Area and the 
Central Valley can and will relate to each other.
 
As an example, the Central Valley is woefully under served with passenger airline service. Stockton and 
Modesto, though among the 100 largest cities in the country are the worst for passenger airline service. 
They not only lack service to their own airports, but residents must travel farther to find service than any 
other of the 150 largest cities in the country. As a result, 1000s of people a day travel to and from Bay 
Area and Sacramento airports. I saw no recognition of this in the report.
 
On page 149 the plan acknowledges the need for addition airport system capacity, but not in the context 
of how expansion of capacity in the Central Valley could alleviate congestion at Bay Area airports and 
serve the eastern portions of the Bay Area.
 
Despite these short comings, I am excited to see the plan and grateful that planning is happening.
 
Thank you for your good work,
 
Respectfully,
 
Bob Barzan

Bob Barzan
bbarzan@yahoo.com 
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From: Ashley Nguyen
To: bbarzan@yahoo.com
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 1/30/2009 9:09 AM
Subject: Re: Transportation 2035 Comment (Expand Planning to Central Valley)

Bob -- you're welcome. Enjoy your day!

Ashley Nguyen
Senior Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
Tel. 510.817.5809 | Fax 510.817.5848

>>> Bob Barzan <bbarzan@yahoo.com> 1/30/2009 8:55:17 AM >>>
Ashley,
 
Thank you for your interesting and welcome reply. I was not aware of the federal restrictions, bummer, 
but I am glad to know that your day to day planning includes the greater area.
 
I wish you the best,
 
Happy Weekend,
 
Bob Barzan 

Bob Barzan
bbarzan@yahoo.com 

--- On Fri, 1/30/09, Ashley Nguyen <ANguyen@mtc.ca.gov> wrote:

From: Ashley Nguyen <ANguyen@mtc.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: Transportation 2035 Comment (Expand Planning to Central Valley)
To: bbarzan@yahoo.com 
Cc: "MTC info" <info@mtc.ca.gov>
Date: Friday, January 30, 2009, 8:41 AM

Hi Bob:

Many thanks for your comments. I agree with you that regional transportation
planning doesn't stop at the nine-county Bay Area region borders, but should
account for what happens between other mega regions around us, especially since
travel doesn't stop at borders either. In developing Regional Transportation
Plans (RTPs), however, the federal planning regulations do confine us to the San
Francisco metropolitan area. This is why you see the plan focused on just the
Bay Area with notes about interregional travel.

But the reality is that when we do day-to-day planning, there is collaboration
with our neighboring regions. The best example is the recent work that MTC did
with the California High-Speed Rail Authority in looking at a statewide
high-speed train system that would serve Northern California (SF/SJ, Sacramento,
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Stockton, Modesto and Merced) and connect us with Southern California. We also
coordinate with the San Joaquin Council of Governments in looking at projects
(especially goods movement and commute traffic) that passes through the Altamont
Corridor (I-580). The same applies with projects of mutual interest between us
and the Sacramento Council of Governments with respect to I-80. Lastly, Bay Area
agencies are updating the 2000 Regional Airport System Plan. It's clear from
out initial assessments that the region's commercial airports will be hard
pressed to provide need runway capacity to accommodate future demand. Part of
the update is evaluating opportunities for Central Valley and Monterey airports
to provide that additional capacity (see
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/air_plan/update.htm for more details).

But I must admit that we can and should do more, and I hope we can do this as
part of future planning projects, particularly to your point about airport
planning efforts that we do here; that is, I agree with you that more should be
done to account for air travel in the Central Valley.

I appreciate your constructive comments and kind words, and thank you for your
interest and participation in the Transportation 2035 planning effort.

Regards,
Ashley

Ashley Nguyen
Senior Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
Tel. 510.817.5809 | Fax 510.817.5848

>>> Bob Barzan <bbarzan@yahoo.com> 1/29/2009 3:29:02 PM
>>>

Dear Ashley Nguyen,
 
In looking over the Transportation 2035 Plan a couple of things seem missing.
Although the Central Valley is mentioned here and there, for the most part, the
plan reflects a world-view that isolates the Bay Area from the rest of the
state, especially the three large population centers immediately east of the Bay
Area; Sacramento, Stockton, and Modesto, and to a lesser extent Merced. 
 
Right now these cities have a combined metro population of about 3.5 million
people, about the size of Los Angeles, right on the proverbial doorsteps of the
Bay Area. By 2035 there will be nearly twice that number. Not including these
areas undermines the credibility of the entire study because the impact of the
transportation needs between the Bay Area and the Central Valley will be major,
much more so than transportation needs within some areas of the Bay Area.
 
Access to workers, jobs, goods, airports, manufacturing facilities,
recreational facilities will require large number of people and things to move
back and forth between these two huge population centers. Thought the plan
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mentions that this will be the case, it does not address how to best move
forward and include the Central Valley. I think the plan needs to include more
study of how the Bay Area and the Central Valley can and will relate to each
other.
 
As an example, the Central Valley is woefully under served with passenger
airline service. Stockton and Modesto, though among the 100 largest cities in
the country are the worst for passenger airline service. They not only lack
service to their own airports, but residents must travel farther to find service
than any other of the 150 largest cities in the country. As a result, 1000s of
people a day travel to and from Bay Area and Sacramento airports. I saw no
recognition of this in the report.
 
On page 149 the plan acknowledges the need for addition airport system
capacity, but not in the context of how expansion of capacity in the Central
Valley could alleviate congestion at Bay Area airports and serve the eastern
portions of the Bay Area.
 
Despite these short comings, I am excited to see the plan and grateful that
planning is happening.
 
Thank you for your good work,
 
Respectfully,
 
Bob Barzan

Bob Barzan
bbarzan@yahoo.com 
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From: BikePlan
To: Michelle DeRobertis
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/4/2009 11:27 AM
Subject: Re: VTA COMMENTS ON THE RBP

Michelle,
 

Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan and corrections to the Regional Bikeways 
Network (RBN). We appreciate the effort to correct project listings on the RBN.
 
All of your corrections to projects will be made to the maps as well as the project tables in Appendix A 
and B. 
 
MTC conducted a through review by requesting agencies provide the best cost estimates and segment 
descriptions in two rounds of review in 2007. We realize that costs and projects have changed since 
then. Due to the changing nature of the project listings, the corrections will not appear in the Final 
Regional Bicycle Plan but will rather be posted to MTC's website. This will allow us to make changes as 
needed. The maps from the RBN are not intended as route finding maps but to show where the projects 
fall within each jurisdiction. 
 
Please note that since your projects are listed as part of the RBN, it is included in the $1 billion 
investment package that is outlined in the Draft Transportation 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Projects listed in the Bicycle Plan are only projects from the RBN. This network was defined in 2001 with 
input from the local agencies. This plan is only an updated to the 2001 network with a detailed inventory 
of which projects have been completed in the past eight years. This network is not an inclusive list and 
the Regional Bicycle Working Group will define a process to amend projects on the network in the future.
 
All your other comments on the document will be incorporated.
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 
 
Thanks,
 
Sean

>>> "DeRobertis, Michelle" <Michelle.DeRobertis@vta.org> 1/29/2009 5:23 PM >>>
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Regional Bike Plan. The following are VTA 's 
comments.
 

VTA Comments on the Draft Regional Bike Plan
1/28/09
 Chapter 5 and Appendix A

We are very happy to read in Chapter 5 that:
“All existing and unbuilt links of the San Francisco Bay Trail spine are included in the RBN 
and are, therefore, reflected in Table 5.1.”
 
However in Appendix A for Alameda County,  ALA-2 has an endpoint of Ardenwood Blvd in 
Union City when in reality there is a significant gap just north of the Santa Clara County 
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Border. To complete the connection to Santa Clara County,  a bridge over the existing 
Alameda County Flood Control Channel is needed along with a trail along the levee  to 
continue south to connect to the existing Bay Trail in Santa Clara County, (which is along the 
levee on the east side of Coyote Creek   beginning at Dixon Landing Road). Please ensure 
that this approximately 2/3 mile project is included as either a separate link or by extending  
the limits of ALA-2 to the Santa Clara County border. We understand that the City of 
Fremont has funds to conduct a feasibility study for this project. 
 Also regarding the Bay Trail, The Bay Trail Gap Analysis Study,  2005, (on the Bay trail website)  
identified 15 remaining miles of Bay Trail to be built in Santa Clara County.  Currently Appendix A 
indicates that the Bay Trail has  25 miles of built trail and 25 miles of unbuilt trail in Santa Clara County. 
VTA suggests that Appendix A be consistent with the aforementioned study in terms of unbuilt trail miles 
unless there is more recent or more accurate data. If so, please share it with us for our records. We will 
assume the 25 miles of built trail is accurate, since we do not have independent information on that 
statistic.

 The Countywide Bicycle Plan, adopted in August 2008 has revised and expanded our cross county 
bicycle corridor network. Some alignments have changed and the number of routes has expanded from 
16 roads /trail corridors to 24 roads and seven transportation-oriented trails (17 trails in all). 
Consequently, the bikeway mileage of these routes total 700 compared to the 423 miles  included in the 
RBP, a 50% increase.  (Note this does not include the approximately 300 miles of trails that are not 
transportation-oriented, which we will concede are not appropriate for the RBP.)

 Given the scale of the mapping, it is difficult to tell how close the RBP alignments are to our newly 
adopted CBP alignments. It is also difficult to tell, in the corridors where we have both a roadway and a 
trail, whether the RBP included the road or the trail. Therefore VTA requests that:
·       Where the VTA CBP identifies two alignments within one corroder, both are included in the RBP. For 
example we identify San Tomas Expressway and San Tomas Aquino Trail between SR 237 and SR 17. 
 
·       That all seven of our regional transportation-oriented trails be included:
(We can provide the built and unbuilt mileage of these trails).Bay Trail SR 237 trail - parallels/directly 
adjacent to  SR 237 San Tomas Aquino Trail –  north south route parallel to two expressway Stevens 
Creek Trail- parallels/directly adjacent to  SR 85 Guadalupe River Trail- connects directly to downtown 
San Jose Los Gatos Creek Trail- connects directly to downtown San Jose Coyote Creek Trail

·       Where the specific alignment of the RBP roadway route differs from the adopted CBP, that the CBP 
alignment prevails. 
·       That all the needed ped/bike overcrossing/undercrossings and freeway interchange modifications 
needed to fully implement the route are included. 
 Appendix F- The Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan was adopted by the VTA Board of Directors in 
August 2008.

 Appendix G - Page 129-130 Discussion of MUTCD  and the   MUTCD California Supplement is not entirely 
accurate.  The CA supplement applies throughout the entire document; also it is not merely to make it 
consistent with the HDM.  In short,  in California, we use the “MUTCD California Supplement”  and not 
the “MUTCD”. 

 Appendix G -Page 132 The website for the VTA Bicycle Technical Guidelines is incorrect.

      It is http://www.vta.org/schedules/bikeways_program.html 
      Or you can simply put our home page: www.vta.org ( http://www.vta.org/ )
 Credits :Page 135  Michelle DeRobertis’ name is spelled wrong, 

      it is “De” not “Di”.
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Thank you.
 
Michelle DeRobertis P.E.
Senior Transportation Planner
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA)
408-321-5716
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From: Sean Co
To: jpatton@oaklandnet.com
CC: Doug Kimsey;  info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/10/2009 3:15 PM
Subject:  Re: Draft Regional Bike Plan: comments

Jason,

Thank you for your comments on MTC's Regional Bicycle Plan.

Responses to your comments are shown below.

1) Data from Census 2000 and ACS 2005-2007 can be compared, with a few caveats.  The first is that 
ACS 2005-2007 is a 3-year period estimate based on the accumulation of 36 monthly samples, not a 
point estimate centered around 2006.  That said, the Census Bureau advises some caution in comparing 
ACS data for relatively rare events (e.g. bicycling) with comparable Census 2000 data.  This is due to the 
high standard error (relative to the estimate) associated with smaller ACS estimates.  For example, when 
including the margin of error for the bike commute to work in 2005-2007, the share has a 90 confidence 
level of being between 1.33 and 2.00 percent.  Still, the range is higher than the bike commuting share 
for Census 2000, and a statistically-significant difference.

2) It is MTC staff's opinion that 0.5 FTE is sufficient to implement items in the Regional Bicycle Plan. 
Once MTC implements funding for the Regional Bikeways Network, additional staff as well as CMA staff, 
will assist to define the program criteria and funding of bicycle projects. Taken cumulatively, more than 
0.5 FTE will be dedicated to bicycle planning.  

3) The Regional Bicycle Working Group will work with local agencies to define a process to update the 
Regional Bikeway Network as part of the group's future work plan.

4) Comment incorporated
5) Comment incorporated
6) Comment incorporated 
7) Comment incorporated 
8) Comment incorporated
9) An additional entry has been added regarding the Multimodal LOS
 
Thanks again, your comments will be forwarded to the commission.
 
Sean 
 

Sean Co
Transportation Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607-4700
510-817-5748  Phone
510-817-5848  Fax
sco@mtc.ca.gov 
Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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>>> "Patton, Jason" <JPatton@oaklandnet.com> 1/30/2009 9:01 AM >>>

Greetings,

Please find below  comments on the draft Regional Bicycle Plan.

Sincerely,

Jason Patton, PhD
Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Manager
City of Oakland, Community and Economic Development Agency
Transportation Services Division
250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 4344
Oakland, CA 94612

510-238-7049 (phone)

DRAFT REGIONAL BICYCLE PLAN COMMENTS, 30-JAN-09
(1)    (Background, pp 12-13) The analysis of trip-making trends would be improved by considering data 
from the American Community Survey for 2005, 2006, and 2007. Data from the US Census 2000 and 
BATS 2000 does not capture the growing interest in bicycling in the current decade. For example, 
Oakland has seen a 42% increase in bicycle mode share for journey-to-work from 2000 to 2006 (based 
on a comparison of US Census 2000 to a three year weighted average of the ACS data for 2005, 2006, 
and 2007).
(2)    (Next Steps, pp 67-75) What are the next steps with respect to MTC staffing? The 0.5 FTE currently 
dedicated to bicycle projects is inadequate for plan implementation. At least one full-time staff person is 
needed for regional coordination, support, and oversight. MTC staffing of bicycle projects is not 
proportionate to the bicycle mode share of the region. Until some level of parity in staffing is achieved, 
bicycle transportation will remain second class.
(3)    (Next Steps, p 67, 2b) What is the mechanism for updating the Regional Bikeway Network between 
Plan updates? Clear expectations and a transparent process are needed for local jurisdictions to work 
effectively with the CMAs and MTC.
(4)    (Next Steps, p 69, 7b, Signage): Replace the included paragraph with the following: Many cities 
throughout the Bay Area provide wayfinding signage for their local bikeways. Most use the signs included 
in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices: Bicycle Route Guide Signs (D11-1) or the 
Bicycle Route Number Marker Signs (SG45). Other cities, including Berkeley, have developed special 
programs using distinctly local signs. These multiple approaches to signage may create issues with 
continuity at jurisdictional boundaries. They may also complicate efforts to include region-wide 
information in a uniform manner (e.g. signage for BART stations). Efforts to sign routes of countywide or 
regional significance like the San Francisco Bay Trail may also create issues with consistency and 
uniformity. Keep the following paragraph as is that begins with It would be valuable to interview 
agencies… Add images of the D11-1 and Berkeley boulevard signs to complement the SG45 image 
already included.  
(5)    (Next Steps, p 69, 7b, Bicycle lockers) Replace …Oakland and Palo Alto are beginning to install with 
Alameda, El Cerrito, Oakland, Palo Alto, Richmond, and Sunnyvale have installed…
(6)    (Next Steps, p 70, 8d) Following …criteria for bicyclists, pedestrians or public transit, add the 
following sentence: The underlying cause is the widespread use of level of service (LOS) as the primary 
threshold of significance for measuring transportation impacts and identifying mitigations under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
(7)    (Next Steps): In general, this section puts an overemphasis on funding as a major barrier to plan 
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implementation. The more significant barriers are (a) the lack of staff resources for bicycle projects; and 
(b) the lack of integration of bicycle projects into existing projects, particularly with local streets and 
roads. 
(8)    (Next Steps, p 74, Innovative policies on the horizon) Replace the last sentence with the following: 
As more jurisdictions adopt innovative policies, such as quantitative performance measures for all modes, 
conditions for bicyclists should improve. This distinction is subtle but important. CEQA reform may move 
towards replacing LOS with vehicle miles traveled or automobile trips generated, rather than multimodal 
LOS. The multimodal analysis needs to happen, but it may be more effective if it isnt part of CEQA 
analyses.
(9)    (Resources, p 133) The Bicycle Safety Index may have been superseded by NCHRP Report 616, 
Multimodal Level of Service Analysis for Urban Streets. I have yet to use this report, but its getting a lot 
of buzz. Consider including it as an additional entry, or replacing the entry for the Bicycle Safety Index.
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From: Sean Co
To: debhub@igc.org
CC: 'David Hoffman';  'Kim Baenisch';  'Patrick Seidler'
Date: 2/9/2009 4:43 PM
Subject: Re: Regional Bike Plan Comments

Deb,
 
Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan and corrections to the Regional Bikeways 
Network (RBN). We appreciate the effort to correct project listings on the RBN.
 
24 hour access – Guidelines for future funding will include a section encouraging agencies to allow 24 
hour access. Projects funded with Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) funds, require facilities to be 
open 24 hours per day to reap the maximum air quality benefit as stated by the program goals.
 

Benchmarks for Goals – For much of the Bicycle Plan goals, MTC seeks to encourage local agencies and 
transit operators to offer bicycle friendly policies. A benchmark for measuring will be to review how 
bicycles are being considered with MTC’s Routine Accommodations Checklist. 
 
Integrating bicycles on transit – MTC will work with transit operators to provide tools and solutions that will 
assist transit operators to accommodate bicycles on board.
 
Bike counts and mode share – MTC has participated in the National Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Documentation project. A subcommittee will work on consistent reporting and counting methodology. 
 

All of your corrections to projects will be made to the maps as well as the project tables in Appendix A 
and B. 

 
MTC conducted a through review by requesting agencies provide the best cost estimates and segment 
descriptions in two rounds of review in 2007. We realize that costs and projects have changed since 
then. Due to the changing nature of the project listings, the corrections will not appear in the Final 
Regional Bicycle Plan but will rather be posted to MTC's website. This will allow us to make changes as 
needed. The maps from the RBN are not intended as route finding maps but to show where the projects 
fall within each jurisdiction. 
 
Please note that since your projects are listed as part of the RBN, it is included in the $1 billion 
investment package that is outlined in the Draft Transportation 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Projects listed in the Bicycle Plan are only projects from the RBN. This network was defined in 2001 with 
input from the local agencies. This plan is only an updated to the 2001 network with a detailed inventory 
of which projects have been completed in the past eight years. This network is not an inclusive list and 
the Regional Bicycle Working Group will define a process to amend projects on the network in the future.
 
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 
 
 

Sean Co
Transportation Planner
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Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607-4700
510-817-5748  Phone
510-817-5848  Fax
sco@mtc.ca.gov 
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

>>> "Deb Hubsmith" <debhub@igc.org> 1/30/2009 4:58 PM >>>

Sean,
 
The Marin County Bicycle Coalition and Transportation Alternatives for Marin are pleased to provide you 
with a copy of our joint-comments on MTC’s Regional Bike Plan.  If you could confirm receipt, we’d 
greatly appreciate it.
 
Please keep us updated on your evaluation of our comments, and subsequent revisions to the Plan.
 
Thank you for your hard work to improve bicycling in the Bay Area.
 
Best, Deb
 

Deb Hubsmith, Advocacy Director
Marin County Bicycle Coalition 
P.O. Box663
Fairfax, CA 94978
(415) 454-7430
debhub@igc.org
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From: Sean Co
To: Fabian Favila
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov;  Janet Spilman;  Lynne March;  Mona Babauta
Date: 2/4/2009 2:51 PM
Subject: RE: Sonoma County's Comments of the Regional Bicycle Plan--Santa Rosa

Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan and corrections to the Regional Bikeways 
Network (RBN). We appreciate the effort to correct project listings on the RBN.
 
All of your corrections to projects will be made to the maps as well as the project tables in Appendix A 
and B. 
 
MTC conducted a through review by requesting agencies provide the best cost estimates and segment 
descriptions in two rounds of review in 2007. We realize that costs and projects have changed since 
then. Due to the changing nature of the project listings, the corrections will not appear in the Final 
Regional Bicycle Plan but will rather be posted to MTC's website. This will allow us to make changes as 
needed. The maps from the RBN are not intended as route finding maps but to show where the projects 
fall within each jurisdiction. 
 
Please note that since your projects are listed as part of the RBN, it is included in the $1 billion 
investment package that is outlined in the Draft Transportation 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Bicycle and Pedestrian collision information is collected and analyzed and published every year in MTC's 
State of the System Report. Collision information is shown by city and county. You can find that report on 
MTC's website http://www.mtc.ca.gov/library/state_of_the_system/index.htm 
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 
 
Sean
 
 

Sean Co
Transportation Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607-4700
510-817-5748  Phone
510-817-5848  Fax
sco@mtc.ca.gov 
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

>>> "Favila, Fabian" <FFavila@srcity.org> 1/30/2009 6:55 PM >>>

Hello Sean,
Attached are Santa Rosa’s project list revisions/additions.  Please contact me if you have any questions.
Fabian
 

From:Lynne March [mailto:lmarch@sctainfo.org] 
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Sent: Friday, January 30, 2009 1:54 PM
To: 'Sean Co'
Cc: Favila, Fabian; Babauta, Mona; Janet Spilman
Subject: Sonoma County's Comments of the Regional Bicycle Plan

 
Sean, 
The review of the draft Regional Bicycle Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area proved to be more 
complex than initially anticipated.  Many differences were discovered when the maps and lists in 
the draft were compared to current maps and lists for Sonoma County’s jurisdictions.
Map and List Update:
SCTA concluded that the most comprehensive approach was to ascertain from each jurisdiction 
what they considered to be their EXISTING and PROPOSED parts of the SF Bay Area REGIONAL 
BICYCLE NETWORK. This list is attached. SCTA requests that the map and lists in the approved 
Regional Bicycle Plan incorporate the changes as provided.
The list has been extracted in most cases from recently adopted bicycle & pedestrian plans. 
Cloverdale, Healdsburg, Windsor, Sebastopol, Sonoma, Cotati, and Rohnert Park have adopted 
plans as part of the SCTA Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan. Petaluma also has an 
adopted bicycle & pedestrian plan. For the County of Sonoma the list is the most current arising 
from planning efforts that are anticipated to culminate in an adopted plan early this year. Each 
jurisdiction was requested to validate this list. 
Most of the jurisdictions provided costs for proposed segments of the network. Where not 
assigned, unit costs could be assigned. It should be noted. However, that the costs shown in the 
draft were judged to be in many cases significantly and unrealistically low. It is recommended that 
the averaged costs per mile be higher. In Sonoma County’s more rural environments, bicycle 
projects may involve drainage issues, heritage trees, environmental mitigations, and right-of-way 
constraints, all of which can drive implementation costs upward. In many cases also the less 
costly, easier-to-construct projects were the first built, thus the remaining segments might be 
comparatively more costly.
Other comments:
Goal 3 addresses bicycle safety and has the stated goal of reducing bicycle injury and fatal 
collisions by 25 percent, however, the plan does not provide data on the number of injury and 
fatal collisions that have occurred in the region and by county.  It is suggested that data on the 
number of injury and fatal collisions be presented by total and collisions per population in a 
summary table by county.  Without this data for a base year we will not be able to measure our 
success at meeting this goal in future updates of the plan. 
 Santa Rosa:
The update for Santa Rosa has not yet been received. Santa Rosa staff have been asked to send 
their information directly to you when it becomes available. 
 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to update our county's information.
 
Sincerely,
Lynne March
Transportation Planner
Sonoma County Transportation Authority
490 Mendocino Avenue, Suite 206
Santa Rosa, CA 95401
707-565-5376
lmarch@sctainfo.org
www.sctainfo.org
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From: BikePlan
To: CTY44@aol.com
Date: 2/10/2009 4:43 PM
Subject: Re: Bicyclists training to include a License to ride and operate bikes safely !

Dear Mr. Yates,
 
Thank you for your thoughtful comments on MTC's Bicycle Plan regarding bicycling education and 
licensing. 
 
As stated in Goal 3.2 MTC supports efforts to enforce the California Vehicle Code (C.V.C) for cyclists. The 
C.V.C allows cyclists the full rights and responsibilities as a car. Bicyclists are allowed to ride anywhere on 
the road except where explicitly prohibited and must follow all the rules of the road including stopping at 
stop signs. 
 
Furthermore Goal 4.0 supports comprehensive education and supports improvements to the Department 
of Motor Vehicles Driver's Handbook to emphasize bicycle, pedestrian and vehicle's right of way and 
operations requirements. 
 
We appreciate your input and your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 

>>> <CTY44@aol.com> 2/2/2009 11:27 AM >>>

3.2 Support local government efforts to
improve bicyclist safety by
encouraging enforcement of the
California Vehicle Code for
motorists and cyclists alike.
Examples include diversion training
programs and reduced fines for
errant cyclists so police officers will
be more willing to cite them.
(Diversion training allows motorists
and cyclists who break traffic laws
to avoid having citations
documented in exchange for
attending traffic safety classes.)

 
Dear Senator Leno and Steve Heminger MTC,
 
Bicyclists training to include a License to ride and operate bikes safely for everyone's safety. We need a 
license to govern our actions in all operations; so be Bicyclists to date are in need of such licensing so 
they are held accountable for their actions when operating a bike. To date; there is no such required 
licensing for operators of bikes, in being how can one ID a bicyclists when they are confronted with 
violations or accidents? 
 
Example:
 
Bicyclists and vehicular operators very often these days run through red lights and stop signs. This action 
creates accidents many times deaths occur from such violations. Vehicles many times can't escape said 
violations, but bicyclists do all the time; causing injuries to pedestrians and others in operating of a 
vehicle or fellow bicyclists. 
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I'm presenting this request to State Senators and MTC for this 2035 plan; the funds allocated for 
Bicyclists is extremely sufficient to carry on with this program of required licensing for bikes and 
operators of bikes no matter bike operators age. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Craig Thomas Yates
President ISC CA chapter
Chair MCCOD
 
 

Stay up to date on the latest news - from sports scores to stocks and so much more ( 
http://aol.com?ncid=emlcntaolcom00000022 ).
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From: BikePlan
To: Chad Rathmann
CC: Anna LaForte;  Ben Stupka;  Jose Luis Moscovich;  Michael Schwartz;  Oli...
Date: 2/11/2009 2:15 PM
Subject: Re: Draft Regional Bicycle Plan - 2008 Update -- San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority
Attachments: SFCTA response.pdf

Chad,
 
Please see the attached response to your comments on the Draft Regional Bicycle Plan. 
 
Thanks,
 
Sean

>>> "Chad Rathmann" <chad.rathmann@sfcta.org> 2/2/2009 2:52 PM >>>
Sean,
 
Please find attached a scanned copy of the Authority's comments on the Draft Regional Bicycle Plan--2008 Update. 
Please contact me if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
 
Chad Rathmann
Transportation Planner
 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority
100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.522.4825
chad.rathmann@sfcta.org
www.sfcta.org ( http://www.sfcta.org/ )
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 February 11, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Tilly Change Deputy Director for Planning  
San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
100 Van Ness Avenue 26th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
RE: Response to comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan  
 
Dear Ms. Chang: 
 
Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan. Please see the response to 
your comments below. 
 
Chapter 3 – Background (p.18) 
Comment incorporated. 
 
Chapter 4 – The Regional Bikeway Network (p.27) 
The Regional Bicycle Plan calls for a process to update the Regional Bikeway Network 
as part of Chapter 6 Next Steps 2a and 2b. This process will involve input from county 
and local agencies.  
 
There is no current goal for the proportion of bicycle facility types in the plan. Facilities 
and types were identified from local bicycle plans. 
 
Chapter 4 – Bicycle Access to Public Transit (pp. 45, 46, 48) 
The MTA feasibility study has been updated. 
 
Outreach and education on the use of bicycle racks on buses will be conducted through 
MTC’s 511 transit and bicycle information.  
 
The language on “Bicycle Access on Rail” has been changed with the suggested 
wording.  
 
Chapter 4 – Emerging Bicycle Innovations (p. 50)  
Funding sources for innovative projects can be found on p. 62 Table 5.2: “Projected 
revenue for bicycle projects and programs.” 
 
The suggested correction has been incorporated. 
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Page 52 does include a general statement about the city of San Francisco’s colored pavement.  
 
The electronic lockers inventory will be updated with the latest information. 
 
The comments on the bicycle sharing program have been incorporated. 
 
The latest information on the Bicycle Commuter Benefit has been added. 
 
Chapter 5 – Costs and Revenue (p. 59) 
The cost of the Regional Bikeways Network has been clarified. 
 
There is no accurate method to provide signage costs for the entire Bay Area as signage differs in 
each jurisdiction. 
 
The comment on “Cost to maintain and operate facilities” has been incorporated. 
 
Chapter 6 – Next Steps 
The process to update the Regional Bikeways Network will be determined by the Regional 
Bicycle Working Group at future meetings. 
 
Comment noted on the suggestion for priority to local streets and roads rehabilitation. 
 
Comment on data collection incorporated. 
 
Appendix A – Unbuilt Regional Bikeway Network Links 
The discussion for the link selection is detailed in Chapter 4 “A Survey of Regional Bicycle 
Facilities.”  
 
Appendix F – Countywide Bicycle Planning 
Comments regarding the expenditure plan are incorporated.  
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission.  
 
 
 Sincerely,  
 
 
 Sean Co  
 Associate Transportation Planner 
 
 
J:\PROJECT\Ped and Bike\Regional Bike Plan Update 2007\Draft plan\response to comments\SFCTA response.doc 
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From: BikePlan
To: Dan Dawson
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/4/2009 3:27 PM
Subject: Re: Draft Regional Bike Plan Comments

Dan,
 
Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan and corrections to the Regional Bikeways 
Network (RBN). 
 
The prior Regional Bicycle Pedestrian Program which funded many projects on the RBN, did not allow 
maintenance. Since the new program for funding RBN projects has not been developed, your comment 
will be taken into consideration when developing the new program criteria.
 
Revisions to DD 64 will be included in Appendix C.
 
All of your corrections to projects will be made to the maps as well as the project tables in Appendix A 
and B. 
 
MTC conducted a through review by requesting agencies provide the best cost estimates and segment 
descriptions in two rounds of review in 2007. We realize that costs and projects have changed since 
then. Due to the changing nature of the project listings, the corrections will not appear in the Final 
Regional Bicycle Plan but will rather be posted to MTC's website. This will allow us to make changes as 
needed. The maps from the RBN are not intended as route finding maps but to show where the projects 
fall within each jurisdiction. 
 
Please note that since your projects are listed as part of the RBN, it is included in the $1 billion 
investment package that is outlined in the Draft Transportation 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Projects listed in the Bicycle Plan are only projects from the RBN. This network was defined in 2001 with 
input from the local agencies. This plan is only an updated to the 2001 network with a detailed inventory 
of which projects have been completed in the past eight years. This network is not an inclusive list and 
the Regional Bicycle Working Group will define a process to amend projects on the network in the future.
 
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 
 
Thanks,
 
Sean Co

>>> "Dawson, Dan" <DDawson@co.marin.ca.us> 2/2/2009 4:00 PM >>>
Hi Sean,
 
Attached please find Marin County's comments on the draft Regional Bike Plan.  A hard copy will be 
following via snail mail.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
 
Dan
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Email Disclaimer: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/nav/misc/EmailDisclaimer.cfm 
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From: BikePlan
To: Barry Bergman
Date: 2/4/2009 2:57 PM
Subject: Re: comments on Draft Regional Bicycle Plan

Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan and corrections to the Regional Bikeways 
Network (RBN). We appreciate the effort to correct project listings on the RBN.
 
All of your corrections to projects will be made to the maps as well as the project tables in Appendix A 
and B. 
 
MTC conducted a through review by requesting agencies provide the best cost estimates and segment 
descriptions in two rounds of review in 2007. We realize that costs and projects have changed since 
then. Due to the changing nature of the project listings, the corrections will not appear in the Final 
Regional Bicycle Plan but will rather be posted to MTC's website. This will allow us to make changes as 
needed. The maps from the RBN are not intended as route finding maps but to show where the projects 
fall within each jurisdiction. 
 
Please note that since your projects are listed as part of the RBN, it is included in the $1 billion 
investment package that is outlined in the Draft Transportation 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 
 

>>> "Barry Bergman" <BBergman@ci.alameda.ca.us> 2/2/2009 4:07 PM >>>
There are two projects that were included in the 2001 Regional Bicycle Plan that have not been included 
in the 2008 draft plan:

Alameda Bay Trail - While portions of the Bay Trail in Alameda are indicated on the network map, the 
proposed trail at Alameda Point is not included.

Oakland/Alameda connection - Would connect Oakland to Alameda across the estuary in the vicinity of 
the Webster and Posey Tubes.  This is a critical connection for Alameda, and the City is in the process of 
completing a feasibility study for the project.

The City would like to see these projects included in the 2008 plan as well. Please contact me if you need 
any additional information. Thank you.

Barry Bergman

---------------------------
Barry Bergman
Transportation Coordinator
City of Alameda Public Works Dept.
950 West Mall Square, Room 110
Alameda, CA 94501-7552
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510-749-5916 (tel)
510-749-5867 (fax)
510-222-7538 (TDD)
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From: BikePlan
To: Lawrence Ames
Date: 2/10/2009 4:46 PM
Subject: Re: comments to Regional Bike Plan

Dear Mr. Ames,
 

Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan.
 
Projects listed in the Bicycle Plan are only projects from the existing Regional Bikeways Network. This 
network was defined in 2001 with input from the local agencies. This plan is only an updated to the 2001 
network with a detailed inventory of which projects have been completed in the past eight years. This 
network is not an inclusive list and the Regional Bicycle Working Group will define a process to amend 
projects on the network in the future.
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 

>>> "Ames, Lawrence" <lawrence.ames@lmco.com> 2/2/2009 4:07 PM >>>

Hi,
 
As an avid bicyclist, I am pleased to see the work that has gone into planning for the maintenance and 
enhancement of the regional bike network.
 
After a quick review, I noticed that a key missing piece does not appear to be addressed:
What’s missing is a bike connection along the I-80 corridor between Fairfield (and the nearby bike-friendly 
region around Davis) and Vallejo (and the San Francisco Bay Trail network).  Trails and quiet roadways 
connect from Red Top Rd. at I-80 near Cordeilia, following along the old US 40 alignment, all the way up 
to Lake Tahoe; at the other end is a nice off-road bike path along Interstate 80 from the next exit south 
that goes into Vallejo, but the short stretch in between along I-80 in the American Canyon is inaccessible.  
Detailed maps of the area show a connecting frontage road, McGary Rd., but it is closed and fenced off.
 
My recommendation: include a small amount of money to provide a gate in the McGary Rd. fence at Red 
Top Road, some funds for pavement repair and crack sealing of the closed road, and also provide for 
striping and signage.
 
I would be pleased to provide additional information (maps and photos) if desired.
 
~Larry Ames
1218 Willow St., San Jose, CA 95125
408/742-1798
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From: BikePlan
To: Roger Marquis
Date: 2/10/2009 5:08 PM
Subject: Re: DRAFT 2008 Regional Bicycle Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area

Dear Mr. Marquis,
 
Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan.
 
Projects listed in the Bicycle Plan are only projects from the Regional Bicycle Network. This network was 
defined in 2001 with input from the local agencies. This plan is only an updated to the 2001 network with 
a detailed inventory of which projects have been completed in the past eight years. This network is not 
an inclusive list and the Regional Bicycle Working Group will define a process to amend projects on the 
network in the future. Please refer to p. 27 of the plan for a detailed description and link selection criteria 
of the Regional Bikeway Network.
 
The network is designed to complement bicycle projects by city and county agencies. These agencies are 
responsible for providing connections to MTC's regional network.
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 

>>> Roger Marquis <marquis@roble.com> 2/2/2009 4:57 PM >>>
Three years ago I gave Beth Walukas a list of the top 40 or so roads and
intersections that negatively impact the safety and accessibility of
bicyclists traveling to, from, and across Alameda County.  I did this as a
member of the ACTIA Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission in hopes
these bicycle arterials would be incorporated into the RBN.

Reading through the Nov 14, 2008 Draft Regional Bicycle Plan for the Bay
Area, however, I see no mention of most of the routes or intersections
outlined (which are all de-facto bicycle arterials) much less most of the
other bicycle arterial safety and accessibility bottlenecks outside of the
East Bay.  In place of some of the listed roadways the Plan instead
includes Class I paths, not bike paths but multi-use paths. In many of
these cases the paths are not equivalent in terms of accessibility to their
parallel roadways, will exacerbate the safety problems of those roadways,
and will not even be viable cycling routes due to their location, poor
integration with existing roadways and destinations, and issues with
congestion, particularly the paths with significant pedestrian utilization.

Further, many of the "Existing Regional Bikeway Network Links" are simply
route designations, often without shoulders, bike lanes, sharrows, signal
triggers, or other bicycle accommodations.

If this RBN is "nearly half complete, as the Draft indicates there will
still be very large gaps between destinations and bicyclists will have been
poorly served when it is complete. The monies spent completion of this plan
will have a very low ROI when measured in rider-mileage increases.

It appears the drafters of this document were primarily focused on short
trips (less than 5 miles) to transit hubs.  Those large number of cyclists
traveling more than 5 miles, in contrast, were apparently not well studied
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and will not see much improvement when the estimated $1.4B has been spent
to complete the RBN.

Having lived and cycled extensively in European and Asian countries where
bicyclists are far better accommodated than they are here in California I
cannot help but be disappointed by both the quality and scope of this draft
document.  Given the increase in population and traffic expected in the
coming decades it is clear that bicycling will be more difficult in the
future, in large part because of a lack of outreach to all but a select few
bicycling groups and a substantial misunderstand of who is bicycling and
where they would if they could.

As I indicated to Ms Walukas, I am always available to help anyone in the
MTC identify underserved bicyclists and bicyling groups, the arterials they
use or would like to, and rank those routes in terms of safety and
accessibility problems.

Sincerely,
Roger Marquis
marquis@roble.com, 510-229-4552

  Daily Bay Area bicyclist since 1973.
  USCF coach since 1978.
  Past president of 3 local cycling clubs and the U.C.Berkeley cycling team.
  USCF International team coach and assistant Junior Worlds coach.
  Author of numerous articles in local and national cycling publications.
  Instructor of a number of cycling skills clinics.
  Past member of SVBC, SMCBC, MCBC, ACTIA BPAC and numerous municipal
  bicycle advisory committees.
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From: Sean Co
To: Rochelle Wheeler
Date: 2/11/2009 3:00 PM
Subject: Re: Comments on Draft Regional Bike Plan

Rochelle,
 
Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan. Please see the response to your comments 
below.
 
Chapter 2:
Suggested wording changes have been incorporated. 
 
Chapter 3:
P. 11 Comment incorporated.
P. 15 The dashes refer in this section mean that no trips of that type were selected.
 
P. 18 While the data seems to infer that rate of collisions remains the same it is difficult to show without 
data on the exposure of cyclists on the roadways. We can only show the number of collisions and VMT.
 
Chapter 4:
The northern Alameda County-Contra Costa County connection refers to the Spruce/Wildcat link. This 
reference has been removed.
 
Chapter 5:
Comments incorporated.
 
Chapter 6:
P. 67: The Regional Bicycle Plan calls for a process to update the Regional Bikeway Network as part of 
Chapter 6 Next Steps 2a and 2b. This process will involve input from county and local agencies.
 
P. 71: This section is now listed in the Table of Contents. 
 
Appendix C: 
Comment incorporated.
 
Appendix F:
Comment incorporated.
 

Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 
 
Thanks,
 
Sean
 
 

Sean Co
Transportation Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607-4700

#88



(3/9/2009) MTC info - Re: Comments on Draft Regional Bike Plan Page 2

510-817-5748  Phone
510-817-5848  Fax
sco@mtc.ca.gov 
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

>>> "Rochelle Wheeler" <rwheeler@actia2022.com> 2/2/2009 8:16 PM >>>

Hi Sean,
Attached are my comments on the Draft Regional Bike Plan. I hope that your Feb 2nd deadline meant 
midnight and not 5pm! 
 
The Plan looks terrific and is a big improvement from the last one – the goals and policies are concise; 
the data is reliable and relevant, the network is much more easily understood; and it’s beautifully laid out. 
Good job! I only wish I could have had more time to review it. If any of my comments are off-base, or I’ve 
suggested adding something that is already in the plan, I do apologize. I gave it a quick read.
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment!
 
-Rochelle
 
Rochelle Wheeler, Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator
AlamedaCountyTransportation Improvement Authority
1333 Broadway, Suite 300
Oakland, CA 94612
Tel: 510-267-6121
Fax: 510-893-6489
Email: rwheeler@ACTIA2022.com
Web: www.actia2022.com
 
 

#88



(3/9/2009) MTC info - Re: Comment Ltr on RBP Page 1

From: Sean Co
To: Dianne Steinhauser;  Doug Kimsey
Date: 2/9/2009 5:00 PM
Subject: Re: Comment Ltr on RBP
Attachments: MTC Ltr regioanl bike plan- signed.pdf

Ms. Stenhauser,
 
Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan and corrections to the Regional Bikeways 
Network (RBN). We appreciate the effort to correct project listings on the RBN.
 

About 1/3 of the RBN consists of Class I paths which shared by both pedestrians and cyclists. In the 
cases where a facility is a shared use path, we support your efforts to encourage pedestrian activity on 
the facility.
 
The prior Regional Bicycle Pedestrian Program which funded many projects on the RBN, did not allow 
maintenance. Since the new program for funding RBN projects has not been developed, your comment 
will be taken into consideration when developing the new program criteria.
 
All of your corrections to projects will be made to the maps as well as the project tables in Appendix A 
and B. 
 
MTC conducted a through review by requesting agencies provide the best cost estimates and segment 
descriptions in two rounds of review in 2007. We realize that costs and projects have changed since 
then. Due to the changing nature of the project listings, the corrections will not appear in the Final 
Regional Bicycle Plan but will rather be posted to MTC's website. This will allow us to make changes as 
needed. The maps from the RBN are not intended as route finding maps but to show where the projects 
fall within each jurisdiction. 
 
Please note that since your projects are listed as part of the RBN, it is included in the $1 billion 
investment package that is outlined in the Draft Transportation 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Projects listed in the Bicycle Plan are only projects from the RBN. This network was defined in 2001 with 
input from the local agencies. This plan is only an updated to the 2001 network with a detailed inventory 
of which projects have been completed in the past eight years. This network is not an inclusive list and 
the Regional Bicycle Working Group will define a process to amend projects on the network in the future.
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sean Co
Transportation Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607-4700

#89



(3/9/2009) MTC info - Re: Comment Ltr on RBP Page 2

510-817-5748  Phone
510-817-5848  Fax
sco@mtc.ca.gov 
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

>>> Dianne Steinhauser <DSteinhauser@tam.ca.gov> 2/2/2009 9:40 PM >>>
Greetings,
 
I believe this was supposed to be sent to you by Friday, but ask for you to still consider it today. Thanks
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From: Liz Brisson
To: Timothy Rood
CC: MTC info
Date: 2/23/2009 11:39 AM
Subject: Re: Public Information - Comment on Draft RTP

Dear Mr. Rood, 

Thank you for your interest in the Transportation 2035 Plan.  We appreciate your support of the Plan's 
investment in transit, walking, bicycling, and smart growth projects, and share your concern that the 
region must do more to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Your comment raises concerns with MTC's 
"prior commitment" policy and suggests the Final plan include a greater commitment to land use 
strategies.

We will forward your comments on to the full Commission.  The Commission is expected to adopt a final 
version of the Transportation 2035 Plan at their March 25th meeting.  You can stay up to date on 
meetings and additional opportunities for public comment related to the Transportation 2035 Plan by 
checking our website at www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035.  Thank you for your time and interest in the 
Transportation 2035 Plan.

Sincerely,

Liz Brisson
Assistant Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
510-817-5794

>>> "Timothy Rood" <tim@community-design.com> 2/3/2009 3:32 PM >>>
To Whom it May Concern,

The draft version of the Regional Transportation Plan includes unprecedented
funding for programs and projects that support transit, walking, bicycling,
smart growth - and a huge step forward in the Bay Area's commitment to
fighting climate change. But even with these new investments and commitment,
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's own modeling shows that the RTP
won't meet the critical new global warming, pollution reduction, and
affordability goals.  We can do better. 

The draft RTP reflects positive movement in terms of funding sustainable
transportation in the Bay Area. The final RTP should include these
unprecedented commitments to programs that create and sustain alternatives
to personal vehicle use, including doubling funding for the Transportation
for Livable Communities (TLC) program, new funding for Safe Routes to
Transit and Safe Routes to Schools, a Transit Priority Program, and a
transportation climate program.

A major impediment to meeting the 2013 goals will be the continued practice
of having a preponderance of projects considered "committed", even if they
do not meet regional goals and are nowhere near their construction phase.
The final RTP should include a commitment to begin work immediately with the
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county congestion management agencies to identify projects, and to identify
and evaluate alternative investments in these corridors. This process must
begin now so that MTC, the counties, and members of the public may have a
transparent process to define committed projects in advance of the next RTP
update.

MTC's own modeling found that land use and pricing do the most to help us
achieve many of the key regional goals. In the Final RTP, the section
entitled "Building Momentum for Change" does not include any discussion of
the critical land use policies that will move us towards these targets. For
example, the Final RTP should include a policy that prioritizes allocation
of Transportation for Livable Communities funds, and prioritizes these TLC
funds, as well as Local Streets and Roads, and new Safe Routes to Transit
funding for designated Priority Development Areas.

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

 

Timothy Rood AICP LEED

  

  _____  

Timothy Rood, AICP Architect

LEED Accredited Professional

Principal
Community Design + Architecture
Region + City + Neighborhood + Design

350 Frank Ogawa Plaza
Fifth Floor
Oakland, California 94612-2012
Phone: (510) 839-4568 

Facsimile: (510) 839-4570
 <http://www.community-design.com> www.community-design.com 
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From: John Goodwin
To: Clark Suprynowicz
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/23/2009 12:03 PM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comments (Suprynowicz-Sustainable Transportation)

Dear Mr. Suprynowicz:
   Thank you for your comments regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, and for voicing your 
support for the investment plan championed by Transform. Your recommendations will be forwarded to 
the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan on 
March 25. 
    The Draft Transportation 2035 Plan directs two-thirds of anticipated revenues to public transit, and 
also increases funding for bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and the Transportation for Livable 
Communities program, as well as new funding for a Transportation Climate Action Program, and for Safe 
Routes to Transit and Safe Routes to School initiatives. The Draft Plan, in short, puts change in motion.
    We appreciate your interest in regional transportation issues and hope that you will continue to share 
your thoughts with the Commission and with MTC staff.

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> Clark Suprynowicz <clark@famousbrandmusic.com> 2/3/2009 4:14 PM >>>
As a longtime fan and supporter of Transform, I wanted to voice my  
enthusiasm for a transit plan - one they have championed - that gives  
maximum attention to transit, walking, bicycling & smart growth.

Clark Suprynowicz
1723 Stuart St.
Berkeley, Ca.
94703
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From: Ellen Griffin
To: Erica Etelson;  MTC info
Date: 3/2/2009 2:16 PM
Subject: Re: Public Information

Dear Ms. Etelson,

Thanks for your email relating to the Bay Area's Draft Transportation 2035 Plan. As you note, the plan 
includes significant new funding for MTC's Transportation for Livable Communities Program, a Regional 
Bicycle Program, a new Climate Action Program as well as funding for Safe Routes to Schools/Safe 
Routes to Transit. You also suggested that MTC should revisit some of its prior commitments. This is a 
view that many others have expressed. Your comments will be forwarded to the Commission, which is 
slated to take final action on this plan on March 25.

Again, thank you for taking the time to comment.

Ellen Griffin
MTC Legislation and Public Affairs

>>> "Erica Etelson" <ericadavid@earthlink.net> 2/9/2009 9:04 AM >>>
Dear MTC:

The Draft Plan is a great start toward a sustainable transportation 
infrastructure for the Bay Area.  However, much more can and must be done if 
we hope to avert climate chaos and withstand the depletion of global oil 
reserves.

  a.. The final plan should include commitments to programs that support 
transit, biking, and walking, including doubling funding for the 
Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) program, new funding for Safe 
Routes to Transit and Safe Routes to Schools, and a transportation climate 
program.

  a.. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission should work with county and 
local transportation and land use agencies to ensure that the region's 
investments and policies are on track to meet greenhouse gas emissions 
targets.

  a.. Many unsustainable transportation projects in the plan were considered 
"committed", even if they do not meet regional goals and are nowhere near 
their construction phase. The final plan should include a commitment to 
identify and evaluate more sustainable investments in these corridors that 
will help us reduce reliance on cars.

  a.. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission's own modeling found that 
land use and pricing do the most to help us achieve many of the key regional 
goals, but the plan is still weak on key land use policies. The final plan 
should include a policy that prioritizes allocation of funding for programs 
such as Transportation for Livable Communities and new Safe Routes to 
Transit funding for designated Priority Development Areas.
Thank you for considering my comments.
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Sincerely,

Erica Etelson
Berkeley Oil Independence Task Force 
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From: John Goodwin
To: Judith Katz
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/23/2009 12:00 PM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comments (Katz-Sustainable Transportation)

Dear Ms. Katz:
    Thank you for your thoughtful comments regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan. Your 
recommendations will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of 
the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25. 
    As you know, the Draft Plan directs two-thirds of anticipated revenues from 2010-2035 to public 
transit, and also increases funding for bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and the Transportation for 
Livable Communities program, as well as new funding for a Transportation Climate Action Program, and 
for Safe Routes to Transit and Safe Routes to School initiatives. The Draft Plan, in short, puts change in 
motion.
    We appreciate your interest in regional transportation issues and hope that you will continue to share 
your thoughts with the Commission and with MTC staff.

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> Judith Katz <judithkatz@yahoo.com> 2/9/2009 9:12 AM >>>
Greetings: 

My name is Judith Katz and I am writing with regard to the draft Regional Transporation Plan. I urge you 
to adopt a final plan that supports public transit, biking, and walking, doubled funding for the 
Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) program, new funding for Safe Routes to Transit and Safe 
Routes to Schools, and a transportation climate program.

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission should work with county and local transportation and land 
use agencies to ensure that the region's investments and policies are on track to meet greenhouse gas 
emissions targets. 

The final plan should include a commitment to identify and evaluate more sustainable investments in 
these corridors that will help us reduce reliance on cars. 

The final plan should include a policy that prioritizes allocation of funding for programs such as 
Transportation for Livable Communities and new Safe Routes to Transit funding for designated Priority 
Development Areas. 

Thank you for your time and kind attention. I look forward to hearing your positive response. 

Sincerely 

Judith Katz
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PMB 572
2425 Channing Way
Berkeley, CA 94704
650-303-4237
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From: John Goodwin
To: Ed Reid
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/23/2009 11:53 AM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comments (Reid-Sustainable Transportation)

Dear Mr. Reid:
 Thank you for your thoughtful comments regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan. Your 
recommendations will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of 
the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25. We appreciate your interest in regional transportation issues 
and hope that you will continue to share your thoughts with the Commission and with MTC staff.

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> Ed Reid <reidworld@yahoo.com> 2/9/2009 10:08 AM >>>
Metropolitan Transportation Commission:

 
It is important that the Regional Transportation Planmake the Bay
Area a leader in climate protection and fossil-free transportation.

The Regional Transportation Plan must include new investments but with these new investments, 
according to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's own modeling, the plan will not meet the 
critical new global warming, pollution reduction, and affordability goals.

The
draft Regional Transportation Plan shows progress in funding
sustainable transportation in the Bay Area. The final plan should
include these commitments to programs that support transit, biking, and
walking, including doubling funding for the Transportation for Livable
Communities (TLC) program, new funding for Safe Routes to Transit and
Safe Routes to Schools, and a transportation climate program.

The
Metropolitan Transportation Commission should work with county and
local transportation and land use agencies to ensure that the region's
investments and policies are on track to meet greenhouse gas emissions
targets.

Many
unsustainable transportation projects in the plan were considered
"committed", even if they do not meet regional goals and are nowhere
near their construction phase. The final plan should include a
commitment to identify and evaluate more sustainable investments in
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these corridors that will help us reduce reliance on cars.

The
Metropolitan Transportation Commission's own modeling found that land
use and pricing do the most to help us achieve many of the key regional
goals, but the plan is still weak on key land use policies. The
final plan should include a policy that prioritizes allocation of
funding for programs such as Transportation for Livable Communities and
new Safe Routes to Transit funding for designated Priority Development
Areas.

Edward Reid
Berkeley, CA

      

#94



(3/23/2009) MTC info - Re: Pedestrian safety Page 1

From: MTC info
To: Hamatik Printing USA
CC: MTC info
Date: 2/19/2009 10:46 AM
Subject: Re: Pedestrian safety

Thank you for your comments on pedestrian safety.
 
Road safety is a top concern for MTC as well as to the State of California. MTC staff have been involved 
in a statewide Strategic Highway Safety Plan led by Caltrans, The California Highway Patrol, Office of 
Traffic Safety, Department of Motor Vehicles and the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control. The plan 
identifies areas of concern for all road users including pedestrians and has a target of reducing 
pedestrian fatalities by 25 percent from their 2000 levels. 
 
MTC has adopted these goals and identified them in the Transportation 2035 Plan. The latest design 
guidelines to improve safety for pedestrians can be found in the bicycle and pedestrian safety toolbox. 
MTC works with many local agencies to improve pedestrian safety and walkability in communities in the 
Bay Area. 
 
Many of our suggestions for improving traffic safety are already considered the state of the practice for 
many agencies. 

Thank you again for you comments.

MTC Public Information
 

>>> "Hamatik Printing USA" <hamatikusa@thejnet.com> 2/11/2009 10:04 AM >>>

 

It is no secret that the volume of pedestrian accidents is alarming. There
are no arguments that something must be done to stop sending people to their
graves regardless of their age or status. Steps must urgently be taken to
reduce this annual fiasco of over 6,000 mothers, fathers, brothers, sisters,
sons, daughters, friends and relatives who's lives are being snuffed out
each year thus leaving family and friends grieving, As well as more then
15,000 severely wounded, never to recover. The question is can that
frightening predicament be solved? The answer is 90 percent of these
calamity's can be avoided. Many accidents earns unjustified the term
"accident" but should rather be called homicide. A substantial amount of
accidents can be credited to bad traffic laws. As a driver for 10 years who
is constantly on the road, and as a "safety" activist who wrote many
articles in various newspapers regarding "safety" matters, I would like to
share my opinions. I strongly urge everyone who has the authority, to help
enforce my suggestions, thus saving countless lives.

 

One of the most crimes on our world is the fact that a pedestrian has no
right to cross the street. The sign may say walk, but a vehicle comes
speeding from the other street and turns in. it won't be exaggerated to say,
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that, (in smaller streets) it is safer to cross in the middle of the street
then by the corner. By the corner you have no control whatsoever what is
going on in the other street. The law is very dry. "If the pedestrian is on
the road the vehicle must stop", but parked vehicles are blocking the whew,
and the only time the driver of that vehicle gets to know that he must stop
is only when he gets to the intersection and he sees the pedestrian. Should
a law like this be a called, "a protection for pedestrians?" that a driver
who runs a 3,000 pound of metal and plastic at a speed of 25 M.P.O. should
be told to stop at a range on 10 - 20 ft. (only by bigger avenues, the light
will be red for both sides of the street while pedestrians are crossing.) I
am shocked to see on the internet one accident after the other from vehicles
that turned into a street and knocked down a pedestrian in the crosswalk.
The driver claimed that the pedestrian wasn't in the middle of the road when
he arrived at the intersection, and the pedestrian is dead and doesn't say
anything, and the joke goes on. What it's worrisome, is the fact that even
if the driver of the turning vehicle is careful, hazards will remain.
Consider that one. Here is a two-way street and a driver wants to make a
left turn, so he waits for a gape in the lane of the opposite direction.
Traffic is busy and let the anxious driver wait for a while thus holding up
a huge line of cars (and many times there horn honking is like a big
orchestra) who are making his nerves dissolving. Finely some gape is
created. The anxious driver accelerates franticly and makes his turn. In the
same time a pedestrian is in the crosswalk. What is going to happen? Will
signs on the street urging drivers to "stop for pedestrians" prevent
anything? I myself had recently such awful story when I once made a left
turn from a two-way street. I always use extra caution so I still managed to
stop, but many drivers would already hit the two girls who were on there way
home from school.

    The concern is even further, people feel that they are not safe in the
crosswalk, so they end up jaywalking which decreases safety and increases
accidents. We must make crosswalks really safe so a responsible lady or
gentlemen have a choice to cross the street safely.

     

There are some laws, that, although they are vital, they are never heeded by
drivers. As a school bus driver, I always look at other school buses as they
pull out of a parking by the school and must back up, that they aren't going
to the back of the bus to see if somebody is behind. The law in the book is
very firm not to back without doing this procedure. In the mid of December
'08, a lady was crushed to dead because of that. One most not be very smart
to understand that backing a large vehicle while relying just on the
side-whew mirrors is like driving half blind. You never know what's behind
you. It is not school buses who commit this crime, from all of the many
thousands larger vehicles who fill the streets in New York, you won't found
even 1 percent who will go out to make sure nobody is behind. The question
is why the law is not issuing tickets to such violators. The only thing
which scares drivers, is, tickets. People who got killed don't matter. Yung
kids, who will be left in a coma for their entire life, won't make people
change their driving habit, the silly 150$ will do it, it seems that this
vital rule (to walk to the back before reversing) is just a mere
recommendation.   
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Most laws which are written in the driver's manual are essential for
"safety". These laws are supposed to refrain those fast moving heavy pieces
of metal and plastic, from destruct whatever comes in their way. Hence it is
no question regarding the necessity of traffic laws, what needs to be
challenged, is, the enforcement of these regulations. I see all kinds of
violations not on daily bases, but on minute bases. From passing school
buses to, passing a street light. From entering a bike lain (to pass other
vehicles) to backing out from one street to another. From being engrossed in
a hand-cellphone Conversation, to riding at 40 M.P.O. in 20 M.P.O. zone. Why
is all this happening? Perhaps, the law enforcement should be multiplied. A)
It seems that it must be 5 times the amount of traffic officers, and maybe
things will start to get in place. The money to finance that huge army can
be driven from the ticket itself. (Plus penalty charges for not paying the
ticket in time) I also suggest that instead of issuing so many parking
tickets, moving violations should be the priority. The slightest moving
violation is doing more harm then most of parking violations. B) Cameras
should be installed at many intersections. C) False cameras which is not
expensive should be seen everywhere, to scare reckless drivers. 

 

Please read my suggestions about the subject written above, plus other
safety points.

 

Crosswalks

1) Lights at intersections must give a minute for "safe pedestrian
crossing".  This means, that it must be red for vehicles of both sides of
the street when the pedestrian has walk. (or should a law be passed that
every vehicle must come to a full stop before turning regardless if a
pedestrian is in the crosswalk or not.)

1-A) The time of pedestrian's right of way should be estimated by elder
people. The sign should say walk as long as it takes an 80 year old men to
cross that street. 

2) In a crosswalk where it already happened an accident, a bump on the road
should be build, sufficient enough to force vehicles physically to slow
down. If several accidents occurred in the same crosswalk, the crosswalk
should be removed from the intersection @ be placed in the middle of the
street.

3) Wide crosswalks where people have to cross more then four lanes should
have a 4 ft. wide platform in the middle. 

4) A road without a sidewalk is a potential danger. In a residential area it
shouldn't be a road without sidewalk at least 4 ft. wide.
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(Bumps on the road are extremely safety-friendly, and should always be
considered and encroached in residential places.)

5) Many motorists are waiting at red lights in the crosswalk. a
substantional amount of motorists don't acknowledge the crosswalk as a place
designated exclusively for pedestrians. I suggest to ticket such drivers. 

School bus safety

1) The laws regarding school bus safety must be reconsidered. Too many
drivers are passing school buses. The law of "stopping for a school bus with
the lights on," is containing some unnecessary abuse to the traffic which
causes to reduce the respect towered school buses. For example, to keep up a
whole line of cars while loading-unloading an entire bus with dozens of
children when they don't have to cross the street will only make matters
worse. (However, this must be considered carefully. I had plenty times that
kids have darted out in the gutter which wasn't a pleasant experienced.)

2) If the child is waiting on the opposite side of the street (the child
will have to cross the street), then the bus should position in an angel to
block the street before picking up or letting down. To rely upon the red
fleshers means jeopardizing the life of the child! Cars keep on passing
school buses with the red fleshers on, willingly or while being distracted.
Only the frame of the bus will protect the children.

3) Never should a driver stay at a bus stop with his lights off. When a
child sees the bus, he/she will come running. A driver shouldn't think he
had trained the children not to come before signaling. If he is running
early, he should pull aside 100 ft. before the stop and wait for the exact
time. Staying at a stop with the lights off is a mortal danger. It's the
worst mistake a school bus driver can make.

4) Many motorists would stop for school buses but cant withstood the honking
horns from cars behind. Honking a horn on a driver who stops for a school
bus is the same sin as passing, and should be handled so.

5) A bus driver can't show for cars to pass. The child interoperates it as a
signal to come. It also takes away the authority of police officers. Many
times when a police officer tickets someone for passing a school bus the
passer claims that the bus driver signaled him to pass. The bus driver who
knows the passer and don't want to buy an enemy will agree to the
arbitration. I personally know several of such incidents. The law which
permits for drivers to signal for cars to pass is a mistake.

6) Every bus must be equipped with a stop arm. It will reduce the number of
violators to half.

7) As of now, the law doesn't require from school buses to have a stop arm.
Many drivers that are passing school buses are just distracted. A stop arm
reduces school-bus-passers, and should therefore be a must.

8) Power doors are not safe in school buses. The bus driver must have the
option to open the stop arm (to stop oncoming vehicles) without opening the
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door, which will cause the children to come before the traffic is stopped.
(As of now, drivers are trying to stop traffic with the yellow flashers, but
that only causes the opposite. Cars are speeding up to still-make it before
the stop arm opens up. Many kids were killed when they dart out in the
gutter on their way to the bus, and the stop arm wasn't open. I had two bad
near-accidents where the child almost got killed. I had my lesson. I always
release the latch of the door before I come to a full stop, [you can't do
that with power doors] so the arm comes out. By the time the child sees the
bus stopped, traffic is stopped to. [I also position the bus in an angel to
block traffic physically. It may not comply with the law, but it surely
complies with those kids who got killed by cars that passed the school bus
wile they were getting on-of the bus.])   

Other safety tips

1) Tinted windows don't add to safety. Whenever a man puts his feet on the
gutter, he must know if the driver seat (of the parked vehicle he must go in
front [or behind]) is occupied. I myself had 5 cases where I let down
children from my bus, and all of a sudden the vehicle in front started to
back. One time he stopped just when he was about to hit the child. I always
try to look inside the vehicle the kids will have to go behind, but the
windows that were tinted like paint, denied any view. 

2) As of now, a motorist who kills a person while driving reckless, will get
a tiket... The biggest crime in the universe is driving reckless, This is
truly homicide. A driver who is submitting to he's anxiousness and does
reckless things while maneuvering he's 2-3 thousand pound of metal and
plastic, is a far more danger to the universe then a man who robes a bank.
It is an earthshaking transgression, that one can kill innocent people while
committing a reckless act, and will be punished with a 150$ fine. Will g-od
forgive us for that? A law of making the committing a reckless act,
equivalence to pulling a trigger of a gun, must be passed.

3) As mentioned above, there are laws that are written in the driving
manual, but violators are not subject to tickets if they violate it. I
require enforcing all those laws in a way that drivers should be ticketed
for violating them.

4) A law should be passed, that no vehicle is allowed to park double 50 ft.
close to a crosswalk. Double parked vehicles, block the sight of pedestrians
from seeing oncoming traffic, as well as the sight of oncoming traffic from
seeing crossing pedestrians. (You can always see delivery trucks that salve
the parking problem by parking in the crosswalk, thus blocking entirely the
way for pedestrians. Where are the ticket writers? They are not to be found.
You will only find them by street cleaning violations, not by things
regarding safety.)

5) The new technology of vehicle who ride very silent (older vehicles' are
more nosy), cause people not to hear the sound of a backing vehicle. A law
should be past that every vehicle regardless of the size, most have an
installed backing-alarm.

6) Every driver must take a 6 our "pedestrian safety" class each and every
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year. The lessons should contain all sorts of hazards involving pedestrians.
The class should be fallowed by a written test.

7) Police officers who fight crimes aren't sufficient enough to fight
traffic violations. A special unit, made out of a huge army of trained
official's who's only task should be traffic crimes, will do the job. The
finance source can be the money that the tickets will bring in.

9) When you go to wallmart, you will see people who think they are driving
in an open highway. A parking lot must be equipped with bumps at every 100
ft.

10) The maximum speed limit in the U.S. and perhaps in the world is 65
M.P.O., why should vehicles be build to a maximum riding of over 100 M.P.O.?
Emergency vehicles should need special permission for additional speed
capacity.

10-A) Vehicles shouldn't have the capacity of backing more them 1 mile per
our. Backing is always dangerous; let that hazard be reduced to a minimum.  

11) Those racing cars as corvette, e.t.s., belong in a racing car field. Why
should vehicles have the capacity of rising from zero to 60 M.P.O. in 6
seconds? A pedestrian can be in the middle of the street and suddenly an
excited youngster who just got his new toy wants to get the full
satisfaction of his investment, and presses down on the gas. The poor
pedestrian is running back to the sidewalk and gets killed by an other
vehicle. The happy youngster doesn't have the time to attend to the victim
and zooms off..

12) Many sanitation truck drivers are extremely reckless. They feel as tough
they are protected because they are working for the city. No police officer
wants to ticket them and they just do what ever they want. Passing lights -
passing school buses - making u turns in a crosswalk while the light is red.
(Is the best time to do it, Cars are stopped..) - in a small street they
will turn in, in the wrong direction to be able to get to the next street
without having to circle the street. Talking on a hand sel. While backing
fast. Sanitation drivers must be educated on safe driving.

13) Cameras should be installed at intersections in substantial amounts. The
money should be funded from the tickets.

14) In the winter, all vehicles must be equipped with snow tires. (All year
tires are not really effective. Only snow tires will do the job.

15) Every car has a feature that locks the wheels unless the key is in the
ignition. It's ironic that a school bus which always has children on board
lays free for every vicious child to release the parking brakes and to let
this 25,000 lb. bus rolling freely. A law of installing this brake-lock
feature on new @ older buses should be passed

Laws for pedestrians

1) Every pedestrian must wear a reflector from 8 a clock at night.
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2) Crossing the street wile talking on a hand sel. Is the same hazard (for
him and for the husband of his wife @ the father of his children. [In many
cases they also endanger the motorists who try to avoid them]) as driving
with a hand sel. And should be treated the same.

3) Once crosswalks will be safe, it will be justified to force people to use
it. 

        

The efficiency of the current system of crosswalks we had already seen. A
number that ranges between 5 @ 6 thousand fatalities and approximate 70,000
wounded per year is far more then a waking call to look for a different
solution. If it will be hard to bring fort all the recommendations mentioned
above, at least let's start to steer in that direction. 
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From: Sean Co
To: swoo@sta-snci.com
Date: 2/12/2009 1:52 PM
Subject: Re: *URGENT* Regional Bicycle Plan Comments - Solano County

Dear Sara,
 
Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan and corrections to the Regional Bikeways 
Network (RBN). We appreciate the effort to correct project listings on the RBN.
 
All of your corrections to projects will be made to the maps as well as the project tables in Appendix A 
and B. 
 
MTC conducted a through review by requesting agencies provide the best cost estimates and segment 
descriptions in two rounds of review in 2007. We realize that costs and projects have changed since 
then. Due to the changing nature of the project listings, the corrections will not appear in the Final 
Regional Bicycle Plan but will rather be posted to MTC's website. This will allow us to make changes as 
needed. The maps from the RBN are not intended as route finding maps but to show where the projects 
fall within each jurisdiction. 
 
Please note that since your projects are listed as part of the RBN, it is included in the $1 billion 
investment package that is outlined in the Draft Transportation 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Projects listed in the Bicycle Plan are only projects from the RBN. This network was defined in 2001 with 
input from the local agencies. This plan is only an updated to the 2001 network with a detailed inventory 
of which projects have been completed in the past eight years. This network is not an inclusive list and 
the Regional Bicycle Working Group will define a process to amend projects on the network in the future.
 
 
Thanks again for your input into the plan your comments will be forwarded to the commission. 
 
Sean
 
 

Sean Co
Transportation Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607-4700
510-817-5748  Phone
510-817-5848  Fax
sco@mtc.ca.gov 
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

>>> "Sara Woo" <swoo@sta-snci.com> 2/4/2009 12:58 PM >>>

Hi Sean,
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Regional Bicycle Plan and also for helping me go 
over my follow up concerns regarding STA’s comments yesterday.  The draft plan looks great and it does 
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an excellent job of mapping out Solano County’s bikeway network.  Per our discussion yesterday, I 
looked over the pages pertaining to Solano County (pp. 89 and 90) again.  After a careful review of the 
projects list, I believe the data in the ArcGIS was either entered incorrectly or there was some anomaly in 
the system that generated an inaccurate table.  I am in concurrence with the network as mapped and 
previously did not have comments regarding the draft plan content or bikeway network.  However, the 
errors in the GIS output table “Appendix A | Unbuilt Regional Bikeway Network Links” were called to my 
attention yesterday.
 
Please find attached my comments regarding the large discrepancies between the map and data table.  
In the attachment, I’ve highlighted the items I would strongly recommend adjusting with the current 
update (because they are inaccurate to a significant degree).  I’ve also placed a dot by all line items that 
have comments.
 
With the exception of the North Connector project (which is not mapped), the network for Solano County 
as mapped is correct.  I will send you the shapefile for the North Connector later (it’s built on same 
coordinate system as MTC’s GIS files; I built it on the same file used for the bikeway network maps, so it 
should plug in seamlessly).  I apologize for not having caught the errors in the data table sooner.  Please 
let me know if you have any questions or if there’s anything else I can do to follow up.  I look forward to 
finding out whether you’ll be able to make these changes.
 
Best,

Sara Woo

Planning Assistant
Department of Strategic Planning
Solano Transportation Authority
One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun, CA 94585
(707) 399-3214 Direct
(707) 424-6075 Office
(707) 424-6074 Fax
email: swoo@sta-snci.com 
web: www.solanolinks.com ( http://www.solanolinks.com/ )
PPlease consider the environment before printing thismessage.
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From: Carolyn Clevenger
To: Czl;  info, MTC
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/17/2009 8:54 AM
Subject: Re: draft 2035 plan

Dear Chris,

Thank you for your comment on MTC's Transportation 2035. 

We agree that a continuous carpool system is an important regional goal. One of the major reasons MTC 
has made developing a Regional HOT Network a priority is to more quickly fill the gaps of the HOV 
system. The region has invested huge amounts of money in the carpool system, and the challenge is to 
make sure we make the most efficient use of that investment. HOT lanes provide a tool to help better 
manage the entire highway system. Our analysis has shown that we can complete the HOV system up to 
20 to 40 years faster as HOT than as HOV due to revenue.

We  agree that allowing hybrids in the HOV/HOT lanes may not be the best use of available lane 
capacity. Fortunately, current law only allows a relatively small number of hybrids to register for 
HOV/HOT eligibility statewide, so it hasn't been a big issue thus far.

HOT lanes provide travelers with a new choice, provide for more efficient use of lane capacity, add a 
pricing mechanism to the system that charges for peak usage (similar to your telephone bill, airline trave, 
etc.) and provide a mechanism where SOV users can help subsidize lane and alternative transportation 
improvements such as corridor express bus service.

As an aside, the HOT lanes operating in Southern California have found that HOT lanes have encouraged 
additional carpooling.

We appreciate your input and your comments will be forwarded to the Commission. The final action on 
the draft plan is expected by the Commission on March 25 and you can stay up to date by checking 
www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035. 

Carolyn Clevenger

Carolyn Clevenger
Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607

510.817.5736
cclevenger@mtc.ca.gov

>>> "Czl" <gdcommuter@comcast.net> 2/8/2009 12:36 AM >>>
People,

How many times does it have to be said? HOT lanes are pretentious and ridiculous at best, unproductive 
and wasteful at worst. All that is needed to see through this shallow thinking is to examine our current 
carpool lane policy:
Specifically, the policy of allowing some hybrid cars (any hybrid vehicles for that matter) to use a carpool 
lane during carpool hours without the required number of persons in the vehicle is heinously flawed. 
Hybrid vehicles by definition are non-gasoline users during operations that in conventional vehicles would 
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normally use the most gas, including stopped idling and stop-and-go urban driving. Why do we placate a 
few pious, non-carpooling hybrid drivers by allowing them to operate their vehicles in a full/major 
gasoline use mode (65mph) in a carpool lane when the most efficient use of a hybrid is to let it sit in 
traffic, idle, stop-and-go?

The same can be said for your HOT lane concept. I say "your" because even though the idea of toll 
roads/lanes is not accepted by most Californians, the MTC absolutely refuses to drop the idea. All this 
idea does is generate more revenue and perpetuate the selfish irresponsibility of a section of solo drivers. 
At every opportunity possible I have conveyed my disgust with your HOT lane obsession, and this email 
is no exception. Instead of creating continuous carpool lanes on all major freeways extending beyond all 
dense communities, you come up with a patchwork quilt of infrastructure and policy changes that only 
amount to confusion and aggravation. Do you have a clue what commuters get upset about? They are 
upset about your systemic policy inconsistency. For example:

I am driving on a freeway with passengers and want to use the carpool lane that suddenly appears; How 
many people must be in my vehicle?

I am driving on a freeway with passengers and am going to cross a major bay area bridge; what time 
frame must it be for me to be able to use the carpool non-toll lane?

I've got to get across the bay to my job by bus, and multiple transit agencies are involved; will it ever be 
possible to make one payment and have one transit pass?

I've got to take Hwy 37 to get from south Novato to Infineon Raceway at Sears Point and my mode of 
transportation is a bicycle; Oh, wait, that's not possible.  

Will you ever get a clue?

Chris Lev
27 Vendola Drive
Santa Venetia
94903
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From: Sean Co
To: Paul Goldstein
CC: ANDREW M CASTEEL;  Corinne Winter
Date: 2/23/2009 4:59 PM
Subject: Re: SVBC Comments on RTP

Paul,
 
Thank you for your comments on the Regional Bicycle Plan.
 
The Regional Bikeway Network (RBN) was defined as a regional network that was a subset of county 
plans. The RBN is a corridor level network with connections provided by local agencies. Criteria for this 
network is defined on page 28 of the plan. The network was never intended to include every link in the 
Bay Area, it is one component to increase bicycling in the Bay Area.
 
Included in MTC's Regional Transportation Plan, Transportation 2035, is a commitment from MTC to fund 
and complete this network. The funding in T-2035 was only to fund projects on this network. Other fund 
sources exist, some administered by MTC that can fund local projects. For a complete list of funding 
please see Table 5.2 on page 62.
 
Once again thank you for your comments, they will be forwarded to the commission.
 
Thanks,
 
Sean
 

Sean Co
Transportation Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607-4700
510-817-5748  Phone
510-817-5848  Fax
sco@mtc.ca.gov 
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

>>> Paul Goldstein <marmot@stanford.edu> 2/12/2009 1:17 PM >>>
Dear Sean,

Please forward on as appropriate, or let me know if we should send 
directly to someone else. This is mostly in support of updating the 
RBP with the latest county revisions, and I hope we can get this 
eligible for RTP2035 funding.

Regards,

-Paul
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 February 12, 2009 

 

Sean Co 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

101 Eighth Street 

Oakland, CA 94607 

 

Re:  Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition Comments on the Regional 

Transportation Plan 

Dear Mr. Co: 

The Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition (SVBC), representing over 700 

bicyclists in Santa Clara and San Mateo counties, would like to 

provide the following comments on the December 2008 draft of the 

Transportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area. 

We commend the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 

for recognizing the importance of bicycle and pedestrian facilities in 

achieving the goals set forth in this plan. 

We have recently learned that the updated version of the Regional 

Bicycle Plan does not include the latest approved county bicycle 

plans. We feel it is critical that this oversight be corrected. Santa 

Clara County’s current bicycle plan was approved in August 2008, 

after much public input and hard work. It represents our latest and 

best thinking, and is the most appropriate plan to be included in the 

RBP update. Unless these routes are incorporated into the RBP, they 

would not qualify for T2035 funding. This would be a major blow to 

bicycling infrastructure in Santa Clara County. 

In addition, we have been concerned that the emphasis in the RBP on 

the regional bicycle network may unduly influence the programming 

of bicycle funding in favor of long distance regional routes, rather 

than local connectors. 

Although we recognize the importance of regional routes, and are 

supportive of them, the majority of problems on the Peninsula and in 

Silicon Valley are related to gap closures that may, or may not, have 

regional significance. In programming bicycle funds, it is important to 

make sure that money will be allocated to those projects serving the 

most people, and likely to generate the greatest number of trips by 

bicycle. 
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Given that an overarching goal of the RBP is to “maximize the 

number of people bicycling to work, school, shopping and for fun 

throughout the nine-county Bay Area…” , and that the plan also 

“seeks to support individuals who choose to shift modes from 

automobile to bicycle…” We request that the MTC ask that these 

goals be specfically included in scoring projects for competitive 

funding. 

We are also concerned that too much emphasis on regional issues 

may lead to an overly centralized approach to programming bicycle 

project funds. The majority of trips made by bicycle will be short 

trips, and will be mostly within a single county. We request that the 

programming of bicycle funds remain largely by formula to the 

counties. 

We greatly appreciate and support the efforts of MTC to be leader in 

making bicycling an integral part of the transportation solution for 

the Bay Area. 

 Sincerely, 

  

 Corinne Winter 

 Executive Director 

 Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition  
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From: John Goodwin
To: David Patrick Green
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/23/2009 11:52 AM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comments (Green-Sustainable Transportation)

Dear Mr. Green:
    Thank you for your kind words and thoughtful comments regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 
Plan. Your recommendations will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final 
version of the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25. We appreciate your interest in regional 
transportation issues and hope that you will continue to share your thoughts with the Commission and 
with MTC staff.

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> David Patrick Green <sdpgreen@gmail.com> 2/12/2009 7:33 PM >>>
Hello and Good Day.

I fully support Bay Localize's position  w.r.t. draft plan for the  
Regional Transportation Plan.

below please find specific points:

The draft Regional Transportation Plan shows progress in funding  
sustainable transportation in the Bay Area. The final plan should  
include these commitments to programs that support transit, biking,  
and walking, including doubling funding for the Transportation for  
Livable Communities (TLC) program, new funding for Safe Routes to  
Transit and Safe Routes to Schools, and a transportation climate  
program.

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission should work with county and  
local transportation and land use agencies to ensure that the region's  
investments and policies are on track to meet greenhouse gas emissions  
targets.

Many unsustainable transportation projects in the plan were considered  
"committed", even if they do not meet regional goals and are nowhere  
near their construction phase. The final plan should include a  
commitment to identify and evaluate more sustainable investments in  
these corridors that will help us reduce reliance on cars.
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The Metropolitan Transportation Commission's own modeling found that  
land use and pricing do the most to help us achieve many of the key  
regional goals, but the plan is still weak on key land use policies.  
The final plan should include a policy that prioritizes allocation of  
funding for programs such as Transportation for Livable Communities  
and new Safe Routes to Transit funding for designated Priority  
Development Areas.
Thank you for your good work.

best regards,
david green
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From: John Goodwin
To: kate rooks
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/23/2009 11:48 AM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comment (Rooks-Sustainable Transportation)

Dear Ms. Rooks: 
   Thank you for your thoughtful comments regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan. Your 
recommendations will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of 
the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25. We appreciate your interest in regional transportation issues 
and hope that you will continue to share your thoughts with the Commission and with MTC staff.

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov 

Dear  Metropolitan Transportation Commission,
I urge you to incorporate the following suggestions into the Regional Transportation Plan:The draft 
Regional Transportation Plan shows progress in funding sustainable transportation in the Bay Area. The 
final plan should include these commitments to programs that support transit, biking, and walking, 
including doubling funding for the Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) program, new funding 
for Safe Routes to Transit and Safe Routes to Schools, and a transportation climate program.The 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission should work with county and local transportation and land use 
agencies to ensure that the region's investments and policies are on track to meet greenhouse gas 
emissions targets. Many unsustainable transportation projects in the plan were considered "committed", 
even if they do not meet regional goals and are nowhere near their construction phase. The final plan 
should include a commitment to identify and evaluate more sustainable investments in these corridors 
that will help us reduce reliance on cars. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission's own modeling 
found that land use and pricing do the most to help us achieve many of the key regional goals, but the 
plan is still weak on key land use policies. The final plan should include a policy that prioritizes allocation 
of funding for programs such as Transportation for Livable Communities and new Safe Routes to Transit 
funding for designated Priority Development Areas.Thank you,Kate RooksOakland, CA

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov
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From: kate rooks <katerooks@hotmail.com>
To: <info@mtc.ca.gov>
Date: 2/13/2009 12:51 PM
Subject: Public Information

Dear  Metropolitan Transportation Commission,I urge you to incorporate the following suggestions into 
the Regional Transportation Plan:The draft Regional Transportation Plan shows progress in funding 
sustainable transportation in the Bay Area. The final plan should include these commitments to programs 
that support transit, biking, and walking, including doubling funding for the Transportation for Livable 
Communities (TLC) program, new funding for Safe Routes to Transit and Safe Routes to Schools, and a 
transportation climate program.The Metropolitan Transportation Commission should work with county and 
local transportation and land use agencies to ensure that the region's investments and policies are on 
track to meet greenhouse gas emissions targets. Many unsustainable transportation projects in the plan 
were considered "committed", even if they do not meet regional goals and are nowhere near their 
construction phase. The final plan should include a commitment to identify and evaluate more sustainable 
investments in these corridors that will help us reduce reliance on cars. The Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission's own modeling found that land use and pricing do the most to help us achieve many of the 
key regional goals, but the plan is still weak on key land use policies. The final plan should include a 
policy that prioritizes allocation of funding for programs such as Transportation for Livable Communities 
and new Safe Routes to Transit funding for designated Priority Development Areas.Thank you,Kate 
RooksOakland, CA

_________________________________________________________________
Windows Live™: E-mail. Chat. Share. Get more ways to connect. 
http://windowslive.com/howitworks?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_WL_t2_allup_howitworks_022009
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From: John Goodwin
To: Micaela Pronio
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/23/2009 11:50 AM
Subject: Re: Public Information

Dear Ms. Pronio:
    Thank you for your thoughtful comments regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan. Your 
recommendations will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of 
the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25. We appreciate your interest in regional transportation issues 
and hope that you will continue to share your thoughts with the Commission and with MTC staff.

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> Micaela Pronio <granatu@yahoo.com> 2/13/2009 11:24 AM >>>
I am writing in support of the draft Regional Transportation Plan's new investments but I want to urge 
the MTC to include policies that will make this Plan truly extraordinary, such as the four listed below.

    * The draft Plan shows progress in funding sustainable transportation in the Bay Area. The final plan 
should include these commitments to programs that support transit, biking, and walking, including 
doubling funding for the Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) program, new funding for Safe 
Routes to Transit and Safe Routes to Schools, and a transportation climate program.

    * The Metropolitan Transportation Commission should work with county and local transportation and 
land use agencies to ensure that the region's investments and policies are on track to meet greenhouse 
gas emissions targets.

    * Many unsustainable transportation projects in the plan were considered "committed", even if they do 
not meet regional goals and are nowhere near their construction phase. The final plan should include a 
commitment to identify and evaluate more sustainable investments in these corridors that will help us 
reduce reliance on cars.

    * The MTC's own modeling found that land use and pricing do the most to help us achieve many of 
the key regional goals, but the plan is still weak on key land use policies. The final plan should include a 
policy that prioritizes allocation of funding for programs such as Transportation for Livable Communities 
and new Safe Routes to Transit funding for designated Priority Development Areas.

Sincerely,
Micaela Pronio
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From: Ashley Nguyen
To: David Schonbrunn
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/23/2009 8:41 AM
Subject: Re: 3% Highway Expansion

David:
Sorry for the late reply. See page 35 of the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan. There's $7 billion in highway 
expansion (3%), and another $3 billion in system efficiency/operations (1%). I think the difference in 
numbers may be attributable to how a project is classified; that is, whether it's classified as an operations 
project or expansion. Hope this helps.

Ashley Nguyen
Senior Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
Tel. 510.817.5809 | Fax 510.817.5848

>>> David Schonbrunn <David@Schonbrunn.org> 2/14/2009 10:29 AM >>>
Ashley,

Could you please provide us with the calculation that was the basis  
for asserting that 3% of the RTP is highway expansion?  This number  
was on pg. 12 of the slides for Friday's Planning Committee.

I had a PhD run an analysis of highway expansion, and he came up with  
a total of $18,292.7 million, or 8.1% of the total RTP.  Is the  
difference here the committed highway expansion projects?

--David

David Schonbrunn, President
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF)
P.O. Box 151439
San Rafael, CA 94915-1439

415-460-5260

David@Schonbrunn.org 
www.transdef.org 
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From: Liz Brisson
To: Blake McGill
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 2/23/2009 11:36 AM
Subject: Re: Transportation Plan

Dear Mr. McGill,

Thank you for your interest in the Transportation 2035 Plan.  Many of your suggestions are already 
reflected in the Plan's investment strategy.  For example, the Plan invests in innovative transit by funding 
the Resolution 3434 Regional Transit Expansion Program which includes a suite of new transit projects 
such as rail, express bus service, bus rapid transit, ferry routes, and new transit hubs.  Due to this 
investment in transit expansion, there will be an 18% increase in the supply of transit (measured in AM 
peak period seat miles/hour) over the 25-year horizon of the plan.  In addition, the projects below, which 
can be found in Appendix One of the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, address the specific suggestions 
you made.

Route 4 Bypass
Reference Number 203202: Widen Route 4 Bypass to 4 lanes from Laurel Road to Sand Creek Road
Reference Number 230205: Widen Route 4 Bypass to 4 lanes from Sand Creek Road to Balfour Road

Route 4
Reference Number 98142: Widen Route 4 from 4 lanes to 8 lanes, with HOV lanes, from Loveridge Road 
to Somersville Road
Reference Number 98999: Widen Route 4 from Somersville Road to Route 160 and improve interchanges

Transit from Pittsburg/Bay Point BART
Reference Number 21211: Extend BART/East Contra Costa Rail (eBART) eastward from the Pittsburg/Bay 
Point BART station into eastern Contra Costa County
Reference Number 230185: Establish express bus service and eBART support network (includes park-and-
ride lots and rolling stock)

We will forward your comments on to the full Commission.  The Commission is expected to adopt a final 
version of the Transportation 2035 Plan at their March 25th meeting.  You can stay up to date on 
meetings and additional opportunities for public comment related to the Transportation 2035 Plan by 
checking our website at www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035.  Thank you for your time and interest in the 
Transportation 2035 Plan.

Sincerely,

Liz Brisson
Assistant Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
510-817-5794

>>> Blake McGill <blakem93@gmail.com> 2/14/2009 2:43 PM >>>
Please,  we need funding to complete Highway 4, the Highway 4 Bypass and
transit from the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART station to Byron Airport. In
addition, please include funding for innovative transit. This will stimulate
jobs and keep things green!  Thank you for listening.
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From: MTC info
To: PaulLinda Corvi
CC: MTC info
Date: 2/25/2009 5:44 PM
Subject: Re: More bike & ped lanes Please!!!!  And wider too, with moreprotection from cars. We 
use both often, and would use more if available!Paul & Linda Corvi

Dear Paul and Linda:

Thank you for your comments on the Regional Transportation Plan.
 
As part of the new investments in the Regional Transportation Plan, we have committed to funding a 
network of bicycle routes known as the Regional Bikeways Network. The plan commits to complete this 
network with an investment of $1 billion that will result in 2,100 miles of bikeways.
 
Your comments will be forwarded to the Commission.

MTC Public Information

>>> PaulLinda Corvi <corvifortuna@hotmail.com> 2/14/2009 11:09 AM >>>
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From: MTC info
To: CyberBrook
CC: MTC info
Date: 2/25/2009 5:45 PM
Subject: Re: comments

Dear Mr. Brook:

Thank you for your comments on the Regional Transportation Plan.
 
As part of the new investments in the Regional Transportation Plan, we have committed to funding a 
network of bicycle routes known as the Regional Bikeways Network. The plan commits to complete this 
network with an investment of $1 billion that will result in 2,100 miles of bikeways.
 
The plan also doubles the Transportation for Livable Communities program to $2.2 billion which supports 
multimodal travel, more livable neighborhoods and the development of jobs and housing in existing town 
centers near transit. 
 
Your comments will be forwarded to the Commission.

MTC Public Information

>>> CyberBrook <Brook@california.com> 2/14/2009 9:55 AM >>>
I am a San Francisco resident who walks, bikes, drives, and takes MUNI 
and BART. We need more bike lanes and pedestrian-friendly walkways; they 
are not mutually exclusive. In fact, bikers, hikers, and pedestrians 
should be allies against the domination of cars, roads, highways, and 
parking lots in our city. We also need more mass transportation at the 
lowest fares possible. We need to make the city more friendly, more 
usable, more civilized, more green, and and more sustainable.

Peace,
Dan Brook
San Francisco
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From: Ursula Vogler
To: ranocera@berkeley.edu
CC: MTC info
Date: 3/2/2009 11:10 PM
Subject: Re: Draft Transportation 2035 Plan

Dear R.A. Nocera:

Thank you for your email comments and video on the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan submitted on 
February 21. As you may know, MTC manages the 511 Regional Rideshare Program, which continually 
works on program improvements. For example, the 511 Rideshare Program is currently developing a 
rideshare "search engine" application which will allow competing ridematching system vendors to share 
anonymous trip information between databases. The new search engine, which will be available next 
month, will provide comprehensive matchlists from multiple systems, expanding match possibilities. 

The 511 Regional Rideshare Program is also coordinating with dynamic ridematching systems' vendors to 
promote the systems to employers and the public (please see http://511.org/promo/labs/index.asp for 
names and links of known dynamic ridematching systems.) We currently do not have enough funding to 
incorporate this technology into our existing system; if/when a funding source becomes available, we will 
explore this possibility.  

Your comments will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of 
the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25. We thank you again for your interest in regional 
transportation issues and hope that you will continue to share your thoughts with the Commission and 
with MTC staff.

Sincerely,

Ursula

Ursula Vogler
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA  94607-4700
Phone: 510/817-5785
Fax: 510/817-5848
Email: uvogler@mtc.ca.gov 

>>> <ranocera@berkeley.edu> 2/21/2009 9:51 AM >>>
Hello - I suggest putting an emphasis on social technology as part of the
multidimensional transportation problems we are confronting. There needs
to be a more coordinated effort to reduce vehicle congestion and
pollution. This is my idea concerning these issues that I submitted to the
Google 10^100 project:

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NHGv3332HJ8&feature=channel_page 

Hoping for a cleaner/smarter planet,

R.A. Nocera
BCCP Multimedia Manager
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510.486.4742
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From: MTC info
To: jsfraser@aol.com
CC: MTC info
Date: 3/3/2009 6:05 PM
Subject: Re: Public Information

Dear Ms. Fraser,

Thank you for your kind words and thoughtful comments regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Your recommendations will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final 
version of the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25. 

The Draft Transportation 2035 Plan directs two-thirds of anticipated revenues to public transit, and also 
increases funding for bicycle and pedestrian improvements and the Transportation for Livable 
Communities program, as well as new funding for a Transportation Climate Action Program, and for Safe 
Routes to Transit and Safe Routes to School initiatives. The Draft Plan, in short, puts change in motion.

We appreciate your interest in regional transportation issues and hope that you will continue to share 
your thoughts with the Commission and with MTC staff.

Pam Grove
MTC Public Information

>>> <jsfraser@aol.com> 2/21/2009 5:07 PM >>>

 Dear MTC Members:

I am writing to applaud the strides you have made toward creating a healthy, environmentally friendly 
transportation system for the Bay Area.? As a health care professional in the field of public health, I have 
a few comments.

The draft RTP reflects positive movement in terms of funding
sustainable transportation in the Bay Area. The final RTP should
include these unprecedented commitments to programs that create and
sustain alternatives to personal vehicle use, including doubling
funding for the Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) program,
new funding for Safe Routes to Transit and Safe Routes to Schools, a
Transit Priority Program, and a transportation climate program.

MTC has included a regional HOT network in the draft RTP,
but many of the details are not finalized and MTC needs legislative
authority to implement it. In the final RTP, there should be a clear
commitment to funding significant public transit expansion on each HOT
corridor, at the time these lanes open. The HOT program should also
include a clear set of provisions to ensure equity issues, especially
the impact on low-income commuters, are addressed and mitigated. The
HOT program should also pursue pricing on existing lanes to avoid
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expansion where possible, given the knowledge that expansion induces
growth and leads to VMT increases.

A recent Joint Policy Committee memo (dated January 23)
indicates that MTC may begin to work with county and local
transportation and land use agencies as early as this year to ensure
that the region's investments and policies are on track to meet
greenhouse gas emissions targets (under SB 375) that will be set for
the 2013 RTP. We strongly support these efforts and would like to see
this commitment outlined in the final 2009 RTP. 

A major impediment to meeting the 2013 goals will be the
continued practice of having a preponderance of projects considered
"committed", even if they do not meet regional goals and are nowhere
near their construction phase. The final RTP should include a
commitment to begin work immediately with the county congestion
management agencies to identify projects, and to identify and evaluate
alternative investments in these corridors. This process must begin now
so that MTC, the counties, and members of the public may have a
transparent process to define committed projects in advance of the next
RTP update. 

MTC's own modeling found that land use and pricing do the
most to help us achieve many of the key regional goals. The Final RTP,
the section entitled "Building Momentum for Change" does not include
any discussion of the critical land use policies that will move us
towards these targets. For example, the Final RTP should include a
policy that prioritizes allocation of Transportation for Livable
Communities funds, and prioritizes these TLC funds, as well as Local
Streets and Roads, and new Safe Routes to Transit funding for
designated Priority Development Areas. 

Thank you for your commitment to making the Bay Area a healthier, "cooler" (in all sense of the word) 
place.

 

Jean Fraser
111 -14th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118
jsfraser@aol.com
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From: Carolyn Clevenger
To: info, MTC;  Ludwig, Michael
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 3/5/2009 10:50 AM
Subject: Re: More Draft Transportation 2035 Plan Comments

Dear Michael,

Thank you for your comment on MTC's Transportation 2035 in support of regional HOT network. We 
agree that it is important the regional network be done correctly, including hours of operation and 
roadway design. 

The regional HOT network articulated in Transportation 2035 would operate 24/7. HOT lanes provide an 
important tool to help better manage the entire highway system, and this applies to both peak hour 
commute periods and weekends. The actual setting of HOV and HOT hours of operation falls primarily 
under the purview of Caltrans, with some input from MTC. Both MTC and Caltrans have identified 
extended hours of operation as an issue that needs to be addressed shortly. 

We also agree that a buffer needs to separate the HOT lanes from the general purpose lanes. The 
current roadway design under discussion with Caltrans includes a 2-foot buffer separating the general 
purpose and HOT lanes. 

We appreciate your input and your comments will be forwarded to the Commission. The final action on 
the draft plan is expected by the Commission on March 25 and you can stay up to date by checking 
www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035. 

Carolyn Clevenger

Carolyn Clevenger
Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607

510.817.5736
cclevenger@mtc.ca.gov

>>> Michael Ludwig <mludwig24@sbcglobal.net> 2/22/2009 1:07 AM >>>
Hello.  Even though I went to one of the public meetings on the Draft  
Transportation 2035 Plan (the one on 27 Jan. in San Francisco), I now  
have some additional comments on it that I forgot to make at that  
public meeting.  My additional comments are about MTC's proposal in  
the Plan to build a network of HOT lanes.

I am in favor of converting existing HOV lanes in the San Francisco  
Bay Area to HOT lanes, provided it is done correctly.

One of the requirements for doing HOT lanes correctly is to have  
their restrictions in effect 24/7.  One of the biggest problems with  
the current HOV lane network in the Bay Area is that the HOV  
restrictions are only in place a couple of hours per day, excluding  
weekends.  Since all of these HOV lanes were additional capacity over  
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the general-purpose lanes available before the HOV lanes were built,  
this just encourages people to drive alone during all other hours of  
the day and on weekends.  At least with HOT lanes whose restrictions  
are in effect 24/7, these drivers would have to pay a fee (even if it  
is a relatively small one because congestion is often light at those  
times).  Also, to get commuters into the correct mindset, any HOV  
lanes in the Bay Area that aren't converted to HOT lanes should have  
their restrictions extended to all hours of the day every day,  
instead of the current situation.

The other major requirement for doing HOT lanes correctly is to  
separate them from the general-purpose lanes by about a foot.  This  
is for two reasons.  One of the reasons is to make it more clear to  
drivers that it is a special lane as opposed to a general-purpose  
lane.  The other reason is safety - the margin for error is too low  
in the Bay Area's current HOV lanes, where the lane for traffic going  
55 m.p.h. is separated from the lanes for stop-and-go traffic by only  
a couple inches.  For these reasons, any HOV lanes in the Bay Area  
that aren't converted to HOT lanes should also have about a foot of  
separation added between the HOV lane and the general purpose lanes  
next to it.

Converting the current network of HOV lanes in the San Francisco Bay  
Area to a network of HOT lanes can be a benefit to the region, if it  
is done correctly.  For this to happen, the HOT lane restrictions  
must be in effect 24/7, and each HOT lane must be separated from the  
general-purpose lanes next to it by about a foot, for the reasons I  
stated above.  The Los Angeles metropolitan area has had its HOV lane  
restrictions in effect 24/7 in its network of HOV lanes and has had  
this separation of its HOV lanes ever since they were first built  
over 12 years ago.  That's why their HOV lanes are better than our  
HOV lanes.  Let's use this conversion to HOT lanes to correct these  
mistakes, and make sure that any new HOV lane or HOT lane that is  
built here in the Bay Area have its restrictions be in effect 24/7  
and have this separation, to avoid repeating the mistakes we made  
when we built the current network of HOV lanes.

Michael Ludwig
Sunnyvale
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From: John Goodwin
To: Norman Rolfe
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 3/2/2009 12:06 PM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comments (Rolfe-Sustainability) 
Attachments: SFT Plan Comments 090226-S.IMG.pdf

Dear Mr. Rolfe:
   I am happy to inform you that MTC today received San Francisco Tomorrow's revised comments on the 
Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, which were dated February 26, 2009. As with your earlier comments on 
the Draft Plan, the revised comments will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to 
adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25. 

As stated previously, MTC does not share your view that the Draft Plan discourages smart growth, transit 
and transit-oriented development. That said, we very much appreciate San Francisco Tomorrow's interest 
in regional transportation issues, and hope that you will continue to share your observations and 
recommendations with the Commission and with MTC staff.

Sincerely,

John Goodwin
MTC Public Information

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> Norman Rolfe <normrolfe@att.net> 2/26/2009 3:01 AM >>>
Here is the attachment.  Sorry about that.
 
Norman Rolfe

--- On Thu, 2/26/09, Norman Rolfe <normrolfe@att.net> wrote:

From: Norman Rolfe <normrolfe@att.net>
Subject: Comments on T2035 RTP by San Francisco Tomorrow
To: info@mtc.ca.gov 
Date: Thursday, February 26, 2009, 2:54 AM

#109



(3/23/2009) MTC info - Re: T-2035 Comments (Rolfe-Sustainability) Page 2

 Attached is a revised version of San Francisco Tomorrow's comments on the T2035 Regional 
Transportation plan.  The revision is a correction in the reference to SB375.  This supercedes the letter 
proviously transmitted to you on this subject.
 
Please acknowledge receipt of these comments.
 
Norman Rolfe
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San Francisco Tomorrow
Februaryt26,2A09

!
Public hformation

Since 1970, Working to Protect the (lrban Environment

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA94607

Re C0MMENTS ON TIIE TRANSPORTATI,ON.2Q3S PLAITI

MTC Public Information:

On behalf of San Francisco Tomoro% we would like to express the following concems about the above-
referenced document.

Firs! the plan calls for freeway expansion, which will inevitably result in more automobile traffic. This is
definitely not what we need in the Bay Area. This will have adverse effects environment and ambience of
the Bay Area. The plan discourages smart growtlr transit and transit oriented development. It will cause
more sprawl, more loss of open space, more loss of farmland. The plan in its present form does not comply
with 2008 58375, which could mean the loss of transit dollars to the Bay Area. This plan also fails to meet
the AB 32 mandate to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2A20; the Attorney General's office
has already challenged planning efforts in other counties on this issue. Instead of continuing the highway
expansion policies of the past, MTC must work with other agencies and cities and counties to adopt land use
plans that would advance smart growth, and transit and transit oriented development

Second, the claim has been made that 85% of the money available for transportation projects has already
been committed and cant be changed. Apparently "committed" means carried over from the T2020 Plan. In
a letter dated August 10, 2008, Attorney General Brown threw doubt on this and urged you to reviewthese
projects and change the priorities. San Francisco Tomorrow supports the Attorney General's position and
urges that this plan be revised to so that it will redirect funds from projects that will do great harm to the
environment to ones that will do less harm to the envirqrment and will advance smart growth" ftansit and
tansit oriented development. The statement has been rnade that other agencies are providing funds for some
of the o'committedo'projects and therefore MTC has no power over thern. MTC has more power than it
admits publicly. MTC should use its influence to change these priorities.

To conclude: we find that the plan is seriously flawed in that it fails to prioritize transit options, identify
needed land use controls, and attain the climate change goals mandated in AB 32. Because of its emphasis
on freeway expansion it will probably causc an increase in green house gases. It must be revised to eliminate
these shortcomings.

Sincerely,

3't/'{
JenniferClary
President

/1" .  Ott l .' lltl-*^,r. VC.*.{E-/

Norman Rolfe
Transportation Chair

Will you want to live in San Francisco - tomorrow?
4l Sutter Street, Suite 1579 . San Francisco CA 94104-4903 . (415) 566-7050

RecycledPaper ..@""
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From: Nathaniel Adkins <ndata@mac.com>
To: John Goodwin <jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov>
CC: MTC info <info@mtc.ca.gov>
Date: 3/2/2009 1:26 PM
Subject: Re: T-2035 comments (Adkins-Carpool Lanes)

Thanks John,

I appreciate the feedback.  I am thinking perhaps Mr. Governor should immediately repeal the 
authorization of hybrids to pass through the carpool for free.  

Then maybe it might be a good idea to discuss the massive tax increases on the companies that offshore 
their technical support teams (Cisco, HP and Apple) to make up for the loss in revenue and taxes from all 
those jobs they shuffled abroad (and, of course, it would be prudent to offer tax decreases for those 
companies that offered those jobs to local people who might take a pay cut to work from home).  

In the meantime, let's just go ahead and raise that bridge toll to $5.00 like you're going to anyway (to think 
it started as a quarter) which, if I'm correct, goes to more than just infrastructure costs for the bridges.  
That money gets shuffled around I bet and how.  

Oh... and we might try a little extra tax on both sides of the bridges in the south and north bay that need 
that upgrade.  Let everyone who *might* need those bridges offer their financial support.

But, by all means, leave that carpool alone.  Charging will kill it.  Guaranteed.  The drivers and riders 
wouldn't be able to figure out an equitable system and most of the drivers would simply refrain from using 
the system at all.  What would be the point?  Most already have a slight wait for the carpoolers to arrive 
just to get going in the first place.  

Unless your plan is to open the carpool to the highest bidders.  But that, again, would be catering to the 
wealthy and the average joes are gonna burst a gasket over the mere thought of that.  I'd hate to be the 
MTC when that announcement came out.  

Well.... good luck.  I can only hope that the input by the people who live here makes some changes in the 
way things appear to be going.

Nathaniel
On Monday, March 02, 2009, at 12:39PM, "John Goodwin" <jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov> wrote:
>Dear Mr. Adkins:
>   Thank you for your comments on the proposal by the Bay Area Toll Authority to institute tolls on 
carpool vehicles that cross the Bay Area's state-owned toll bridges during peak commute periods. 
>    Please note that members of the Bay Area Toll Authority at their December meeting were presented 
with three alternatives for dealing with the need to generate roughly $140 million each year to meet the 
financial challenge created by 1) the estimated $950 million cost to provide seismic safety on the 
Dumbarton and Antioch bridges, 2) a slow but steady decline in toll-paying traffic since 2003, and 3) a 
roughly $35 million annual increase in BATA's borrowing costs due to the dramatic decline in demand for 
high-quality municipal bonds that began in 2007 and now seems likely to continue for several years to 
come.
>    One option would involve a $2 toll for carpools, a $1 surcharge on autos and a $3 per axle surcharge 
for trucks. Another would involve a $3 toll for carpools and a straight $1 surcharge for autos and 
multi-axle trucks alike. The third option would continue the tradition of free carpooling, with a $1 
surcharge for autos, and a $5 per axle increase  for trucks.
>    BATA has not yet decided among these alternatives. The Authority ultimately may decide on some 
other alternative, perhaps a hybrid of the three options presented by BATA staff. For more information on 
this subject, we have provided a link to a presentation given by BATA and Caltrans staff at the December 
17 meeting. 
http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting_packet_documents/agenda_1188/BATA_Ant-Dumbarton_SeismicFundEv
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al12-08v4.pdf. The toll options can be found on slide 34 of the presentation.
>    BATA very much supports and encourages carpooling. Each of the alternatives would maintain a 
significant toll discount for carpools. All vehicles that use the bridges, regardless of the number of 
occupants, benefit from increased seismic safety on the spans.
>    MTC and BATA appreciate your interest in regional transportation issues, and hope that you will 
continue to share your observations and recommendations.
>
>John Goodwin
>Public Information Officer
>Metropolitan Transportation Commission
>MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
>Oakland, CA 94607
>Phone: (510) 817-5862
>Fax: (510) 817-5848
>email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov
>
>
>>>> Nathaniel Adkins <ndata@mac.com> 2/23/2009 9:54 AM >>>
>Hello,
>
>I felt compelled to write today.  I hope this reaches the correct people.  I would like to think highly of this 
agency.  I'd like to believe that the purpose is to promote transportation in the bay area in a way that is 
safe, sane and beneficial to the inhabitants.  What I've heard thus far has not given me this impression.  
>
>A few years ago it was understood by many that the MTC wanted to do away with AC Transit since 
BART already served the purpose of crossing the bay.  I didn't believe that for a second... but I heard it 
more than once. I haven't heard much more about that since.
>
>The governor changed the way the carpool lane works by allowing certain hybrids in.  We who carpool 
were very upset by this.  Here we were lining up and driving in and people who USED to carpool didn't 
have to anymore.  How Special.  Now we had to wait for another car to get in to work.  AND the carpool 
lane suddenly had more cars in it... to the point where the carpool lane backed up before the regular 
lanes did.  It still moved.  But it was definitely backed up.  You can only IMAGINE how thrilled we were 
with this new circumstance.  
>
>Now we hear that you are thinking about charging for the carpool.  Well right on.  What a grand idea.  So 
all those people who have been gathering together now to carpool are going to do what... pay a toll?  So 
now the driver will collect a little fare from each passenger?  $1.00 each?  Or are they supposed to eat 
that?  Who's going to regulate this new fare system?  Oh... I see, perhaps it isn't supposed to go that far.  
Perhaps this is all more to the point of getting rid of the carpoolers altogether and opening those lanes up 
to other people.  People who will pay more to get through faster.  Perhaps $10 or $20 a pop?
>
>Wow... that'll just be grand.  The state will make lots of money and the bridges will, of course will be 
responsible for that considerable influx of cash.  $6.00 tolls for regular drivers and big bucks if you want to 
get there "faster".  Of course, EVERYONE else will have to use public transporation or drive in using 
fastrak.  Can't wait for those emissions results from having all those cars on the roads.  California will 
take in tons of money from the drivers and then turn around and spend it on the roads and all of the other 
infrastructure and environemental costs to maintain a very silly plan to pacify the rich.
>
>I personally... cannot wait for the revolt.  The riots in the streets as it becomes apparent what you are 
doing and who you are doing it for.
>
>Or, you could just leave the carpool alone... perhaps advertise it a little and get RID of the hybrids.  
Carpool = 3 drivers on the bridge and 2 on the highway.
>
>Nathaniel 
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From: Liz Brisson
To: Woody Hastings
CC: MTC info
Date: 3/3/2009 8:25 AM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comment

Dear Mr. Hastings,

Thank you for your interest in the Transportation 2035 Plan. Your letter raises concern with the gas price 
assumption MTC used in forecasting future travel demand and encourages MTC to conduct additional 
analysis of the future global petroleum supply.

The gas price assumption used by MTC in its travel forecasts is an honest assessment of trends based on 
historical and current gas prices in the Bay Area over a twenty-year time period. MTC staff discussed this 
model assumption with the Air Quality Conformity Task Force on June 9, 2008, and the Conformity Task 
Force noted that the assumption appears reasonable in the context of when it was produced in spring of 
2008, for use in preparing forecasts for the Transportation 2035 Plan. See a summary of the meeting 
notes from the June 18, 2008 Air Quality Conformity Task Force meeting at:
 http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting_packet_documents/agenda_1184/6-09-08_summarynotes_2.pdf.

In January 2009, the California Energy Commission (CEC) published a report titled Transportation Fuel 
Price and Demand Forecasts: Inputs and Methods for the 2009 Integrated Energy Policy Report which 
projects year 2030 gasoline prices, ranging from a low of $3.34 per gallon to a high of $4.78 per gallon, 
in 2008 dollars. The current gas price forecasts produced by the CEC are substantially lower than the 
trend-line projection used by MTC in production of the travel forecasts for the Transportation 2035 Plan. 
For more information, see the CEC's report at: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-600-2009-001/CEC-600-2009-001-SD.PDF 

Finally, MTC has already carried out some analysis examining how a higher gas price would affect travel 
behavior.   As a part of the pricing sensitivity analysis, MTC staff defined a set of user-based pricing 
strategies, which included a gas price in 2035 that was $1.50 higher than assumed in the Transportation 
2035 Plan forecast ($9.07 instead of $7.47). The results of this analysis indicated higher levels of transit 
usage and less automobile usage than in the forecast for the Transportation 2035 Plan.  More 
information about the pricing sensitivity analysis can be found in the Travel Forecasts Data Summary, 
available online (http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/Supplementary/T2035-
Travel_Forecast_Data_Summary.pdf)

We will forward your comments on to the full Commission.  The Commission is expected to adopt a final 
version of the Transportation 2035 Plan at their March 25th meeting.  You can stay up to date on 
meetings and additional opportunities for public comment related to the Transportation 2035 Plan by 
checking our website at www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035.  Thank you for your time and interest in the 
Transportation 2035 Plan.

Liz Brisson
Assistant Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
510-817-5794

>>> "Woody Hastings" <whastings@earthlink.net> 2/24/2009 12:13 AM >>>
Hi,
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Attached please find my written comment on the Draft T-2035 RTP.
 
Please let me know that you received this and were able to open the
attachment.
 
Thank you,
 
W. Woodland "Woody" Hastings
4238 24th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
415-285-3824
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To:  Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Attn: Public Information 
From:  W. Woodland Hastings, San Francisco 
Date:  2/23/2009 
 
Subject: Comment - Draft Transportation 2035 Plan 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  
 
I’m concerned that the MTC is significantly underestimating the future price of a gasoline in the 
Supplementary “Travel Forecasts Data Summary” (Page 7, III. Pricing Assumptions) where it is 
estimated that gasoline will cost $7.47/gal in 2035. The current reprieve from high petroleum prices 
is temporary and should not be construed as a sign that there will be no problem with global 
petroleum supply and price within the next two decades and beyond. That would be like interpreting 
a local cold weather snap as an indication that climate change is not a problem. 
 
Petroleum production in the U.S. peaked long ago in 1970. In 1998, the U.S. crossed another 
threshold when it began importing more petroleum than it produced. Ever since that time, the U.S. 
has become more and more dependent on global petroleum production. That is why it is important 
to us. 
 
Even many of the most optimistic petroleum geologists place the peaking of global production well 
before 20351. The significance of the peak is that once we are on the down-slope side of the peak, in 
a constricting petroleum universe, the MTC and everyone else on the planet will be in uncharted 
territory relative to the economics and pricing of petroleum fuels. Therefore, the linear regression 
models used in the report, which are based on historic patterns, will not serve well as a guide for 
future prices. 
 
My suggestion is that MTC not try to predict what the price will be, but to assume two or three high 
price points maybe starting at $7.50/gal. and going up from there, maybe even using a fuel price 
that renders gasoline effectively inaccessible, and base a planning scenario with that factor in play. I 
recognize that this suggestion introduces an unwieldy complexity to the matter at a very late stage, 
but if there is some way to include a higher price point scenario I urge that it be done. 
 
The reason why it is important for the MTC to take this aspect into serious consideration is because 
the RTP is all about long range transportation infrastructure investments. It is precisely that kind of 
investment that will be critical in order to have a smooth transition out of the petroleum era and into 
whatever the next era will bring. Whatever that future is, it is far more likely to rely on vastly 
expanded public transit and far less on private vehicles. So this is just one more argument for 
greater investment in mass transit infrastructure over roads and highways. 
 
In 2005 a report was produced at the request of the U.S. Department of Energy entitled “Peaking of 
World Oil Production: Impacts, Mitigation, & Risk Management.” It was authored by a team led by 
Robert Hirsch so is generally known as the Hirsch Report. To this day it stands as the definitive 
report on the subject. It says it better than I can, so I highlight here some of the findings and 
recommendations of that report. I believe every one of them is relevant to the MTC: 
 

• World oil peaking is going to happen, and it will be abrupt and revolutionary 
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• Oil peaking will adversely affect global economies, particularly those [like the U.S.] most 
dependent on oil 

• The problem is liquid fuels, with growth in demand from the transportation sector 
• Both supply and demand will require attention 
• It is a matter of risk management - mitigating action must come before the peak 
• Government intervention will be required 
• Mitigation efforts will require substantial time: 

o 20 years is required to transition without substantial impacts  
o A 10-year rush transition with moderate impacts is possible with extraordinary 

efforts from governments, industry, and consumers  
o Late initiation of mitigation may result in severe consequences 

 
Since, according to the Hirsch Report, action to mitigate the problem is required to begin 20 years 
in advance, it is not too early to begin addressing this looming problem explicitly. 
 
I commend the MTC for adopting the three Es, Efficiency, Environment, and Equity. Those three 
guiding principles cover a lot of territory, but there is something important missing. The three Es 
are referred to in the report as principles of sustainability, and then are further described as relating 
to maintenance and safety, reliability, efficient freight travel, security and emergency management, 
clean air, climate, equitable access, and livability, but it leaves out a very important thing: 
sustainability. And by sustainability, I mean sustainability in the strictest sense of the word - the 
ability to keep current transportation systems functioning. The underpinning of that kind of 
sustainability is the fuels and energy sources used to power our transportation systems, so I’d like to 
suggest a Fourth E: Energy. It is not that energy, mostly in the context of fuels, is not addressed in 
the RTP, it’s that it is not emphasized to the degree that it should be, especially considering 
potential petroleum fuel supply limitations and the potential for the demand for more electrification 
of transit systems, with the commensurate infrastructure expansion, as liquid fuels become more 
difficult to afford. 
 
In conclusion, I offer the following suggestions: 
 

1. That a statement be included in the Plan that acknowledges the limitations of the linear 
regression forecast models, and that gasoline prices in 2035, and possibly well before then, 
could rise to a level that could render them generally inaccessible to many average 
consumers. A brief treatment on what kind of transportation scenario would exist based on 
that assumption would be a helpful first start in comprehending one possible future reality 
that could be developed further in the 2013 RTP. 

2. That the MTC explicitly address global petroleum supply forecasts in its long range 
planning documents, and the impacts that the results of these forecasts may have on MTC 
long range planning, and in transportation realities in the nine county region. 

3. That the MTC carry out its own investigation, or commission a third party to carry out the 
analysis, into the issue of global petroleum supply forecasts. Such a study should not rely 
solely on any one source, but should take into account multiple reputable governmental and 
non-governmental organizations and institutions that are responsible for or study this issue. 

                                                 
1 The Hirsch Report, Page 19, Table II-1. Projections of the Peaking of World Oil Production 
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From: Liz Brisson
To: Cal
CC: MTC info
Date: 3/3/2009 8:27 AM
Subject: Re: Public comment on Draft Transportation 2035 Plan

Dear Mr. Simone,

Thank you for your interest in the Transportation 2035 Plan. Your letter raises concern with the gas price 
assumption MTC used in forecasting future travel demand.

The gas price assumption used by MTC in its travel forecasts is an honest assessment of trends based on 
historical and current gas prices in the Bay Area over a twenty-year time period. MTC staff discussed this 
model assumption with the Air Quality Conformity Task Force on June 9, 2008, and the Conformity Task 
Force noted that the assumption appears reasonable in the context of when it was produced in spring of 
2008, for use in preparing forecasts for the Transportation 2035 Plan. See a summary of the meeting 
notes from the June 18, 2008 Air Quality Conformity Task Force meeting at:
 http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting_packet_documents/agenda_1184/6-09-08_summarynotes_2.pdf.

In January 2009, the California Energy Commission (CEC) published a report titled Transportation Fuel 
Price and Demand Forecasts: Inputs and Methods for the 2009 Integrated Energy Policy Report which 
projects year 2030 gasoline prices, ranging from a low of $3.34 per gallon to a high of $4.78 per gallon, 
in 2008 dollars. The current gas price forecasts produced by the CEC are substantially lower than the 
trend-line projection used by MTC in production of the travel forecasts for the Transportation 2035 Plan. 
For more information, see the CEC's report at: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-600-2009-001/CEC-600-2009-001-SD.PDF 

Finally, MTC has already carried out some analysis examining how a higher gas price would affect travel 
behavior.   As a part of the pricing sensitivity analysis, MTC staff defined a set of user-based pricing 
strategies, which included a gas price in 2035 that was $1.50 higher than assumed in the Transportation 
2035 Plan forecast ($9.07 instead of $7.47). The results of this analysis indicated higher levels of transit 
usage and less automobile usage than in the forecast for the Transportation 2035 Plan.  More 
information about the pricing sensitivity analysis can be found in the Travel Forecasts Data Summary, 
available online (http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/Supplementary/T2035-
Travel_Forecast_Data_Summary.pdf)

We will forward your comments on to the full Commission.  The Commission is expected to adopt a final 
version of the Transportation 2035 Plan at their March 25th meeting.  You can stay up to date on 
meetings and additional opportunities for public comment related to the Transportation 2035 Plan by 
checking our website at www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035.  Thank you for your time and interest in the 
Transportation 2035 Plan.

Liz Brisson
Assistant Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
510-817-5794

>>> Cal <mainevent@his.com> 3/2/2009 4:03 AM >>>
My name is Cal Simone. I'm a member of the San Francisco Peak Oil Preparedness
Task Force, appointed by the SF Board of Supervisors.
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Let me first say that I have an appreciation for the great deal of fine work
that went into creating the 2035 plan.  And while I see much on  
climate change,
equally important is the matter of oil depletion.  I urge you to treat them
equally in your plan.

In specific, I am writing to call your attention to an error in a key base
estimate you're using for the price of fuel.

In the travel Forecast Data Summary (pages 13-16+, 58-59, and 63), you show
an assumed priced for gasoline in 2035 of $7.47 per gallon.  Your planning
rests upon an error, an assumed price for gasoline in 2035 of $7.47 per
gallon, based on regression models.  While you revised this from the estimate
of $3.96 that you had in 2007, $7.47 is a gross underestimation, according
to Richard Heinberg, author of The Party's Over, Power Down, and The Oil
Depletion Protocol, with whom I've spoken about this specific estimate.
I forecast that we'll reach prices of $10 to $15 per gallon in the upcoming
decade.  Regression models are fine ways to make future projections, but
projecting future prices based on current prices won't work in the case of
Peak Oil.  In addition, you appear to be planning for growth in passenger car
use.  If you assume that more than just a few years out, you are not taking
into account what we know about oil depletion and the export situation.

Demand for oil has been severely depressed by the economic crisis.  We don't
know how far or how long this will continue.  Production capacity has been
eroded both by depletions and reduction in new projects.  The uncertainty
depends more on the demand curve than the supply curve.  We could have a
5 to 7 year cushion, if demand reduces by 40%.  That's not a long time.

We could have deflation in which prices will stay low, or hyper-inflation.
Either way, prices will be increasingly volatile, and the high and low swings
will get wider as the price increases.  A primary consequence of low prices
is that no investment is the oil companies refraining from investing in the
energy sector.

The International Energy Agency (IEA) report, recently released (October 2008)
says that, we can have more oil supply, but only if there's a multi-trillion
dollar upswing in building new production capacity.  The IEA project that,
without extra investment to raise product, the natural annual rate of output
decline is 9.1 percent per year?and even with the investment, the IEA  
forecasts
an annual depletion rate of 6.4 percent.  According to Heinberg, there won't
be any oil for export by 2035.  By then, only the very rich will be  
able to afford gasoline.

In conclusion, I urge you to revise your report to take into account oil
depletion. I'll say again that  We're entering the unknown here.  Predictive
models for price based on extrapolating the past won't work.

Should you wish to discuss this further, please contact me at  
mainevent@his.com 
(and use "MTC" somewhere in the subject line).
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Respectfully yours,
Cal Simone
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Date:  March 2, 2009 
From:  Cal Simone 
Subject:  Public comment on Draft Transportation 2035 Plan  
 
My name is Cal Simone.  I'm a member of the San Francisco Peak Oil Preparedness Task Force, 
appointed by the SF Board of Supervisors.  
 
Let me first say that I have an appreciation for the great deal of fine work that went into creating 
the 2035 plan.  And while I see much on climate change, equally important is the matter of oil 
depletion.  I urge you to treat them equally in your plan.  
 
In specific, I am writing to call your attention to an error in a key base estimate you're using for 
the price of fuel. In the travel Forecast Data Summary (pages 13-16+, 58-59, and 63), you show 
an assumed priced for gasoline in 2035 of $7.47 per gallon.  Your planning rests upon an error, an 
assumed price for gasoline in 2035 of $7.47 per gallon, based on regression models.  While you 
revised this from the estimate of $3.96 that you had in 2007, $7.47 is a gross underestimation, 
according to Richard Heinberg, author of The Party's Over, Power Down, and The Oil Depletion 
Protocol, with whom I've spoken about this specific estimate. I forecast that we'll reach prices of 
$10 to $15 per gallon in the upcoming decade.  Regression models are fine ways to make future 
projections, but projecting future prices based on current prices won't work in the case of Peak 
Oil.  In addition, you appear to be planning for growth in passenger car use.  If you assume that 
more than just a few years out, you are not taking into account what we know about oil depletion 
and the export situation.  
 
Demand for oil has been severely depressed by the economic crisis.  We don't know how far or 
how long this will continue.  Production capacity has been eroded both by depletions and 
reduction in new projects.  The uncertainty depends more on the demand curve than the supply 
curve.  We could have a 5 to 7 year cushion, if demand reduces by 40%.  That's not a long time.  
 
We could have deflation in which prices will stay low, or hyper-inflation.  Either way, prices will 
be increasingly volatile, and the high and low swings will get wider as the price increases.  A 
primary consequence of low prices is that no investment is the oil companies refraining from 
investing in the energy sector.  
 
The International Energy Agency (IEA) report, recently released (October 2008) says that, we 
can have more oil supply, but only if there's a multi-trillion dollar upswing in building new 
production capacity.  The IEA projects that, without extra investment to raise product, the natural 
annual rate of output decline is 9.1 percent per year…and even with the investment, the IEA 
forecasts an annual depletion rate of 6.4 percent.  According to Heinberg, there won't be any oil 
for export by 2035.  By then, only the very rich will be able to afford gasoline.  
 
In conclusion, I urge you to revise your report to take into account oil depletion. I'll say again that  
We're entering the unknown here.  Predictive models for price based on extrapolating the past 
won't work.  
 
Should you wish to discuss this further, please contact me at mainevent@his.com  
(and use "MTC" somewhere in the subject line).  
 
Respectfully yours,  
Cal Simone 
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From: Carolyn Clevenger
To: info, MTC;  Lee, Bill
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 3/6/2009 8:54 AM
Subject: Re: Santa Clara County Roads and Airports Dept. - Comments on the MTC Draft 
Transportation 2035 Plan

Dear Billl,

Thank you for your comment on MTC's Transportation 2035 in support of regional HOT network. 

We agree that the use of net revenues is a critical piece of getting local and legislative support for HOT 
lanes. The HOT Lanes Principles adopted by the Commission in July 2008, included as a key principle that 
benefits be provided to travelers within each corridor commensurate with the revenues collected in that 
corridor. 

In addition, the principles identified a number of potential uses, including transit as well as other corridor 
improvements such as capital improvements on parallel arterials. As currently envisioned, the use of the 
net revenue would be determined by the local agencies, and should therefore reflect local priorities.

We appreciate your input and your comments will be forwarded to the Commission. The final action on 
the draft plan is expected by the Commission on March 25 and you can stay up to date by checking  
www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035 . 

Carolyn Clevenger

Carolyn Clevenger
Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607

510.817.5736
cclevenger@mtc.ca.gov

>>> "Bill Lee" <Bill.Lee@rda.sccgov.org> 3/2/2009 4:58 PM >>>
Please see attachment.  Thank you.

 

William R. Lee, PE

Senior Civil Engineer

Land Development, Survey & Property

Roads and Airports Department

County of Santa Clara

ph. (408)573-2487
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fax (408)441-0275

 

NOTICE:
This email message and/or its attachments may contain information that is confidential or restricted.  It 
is intended only for the individuals named as recipients in the message.  If you are NOT an authorized 
recipient, you are prohibited from using, delivering, distributing, printing, copying, or disclosing the 
message or content to others and must delete the message from your computer.  If you have received 
this message in error, please notify the sender by return email.
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From: Liz Brisson
To: Howard Beckman
CC: MTC info
Date: 3/5/2009 3:02 PM
Subject: Re: Comments on draft Transportation 2035 Plan

Dear Mr. Beckman:

Thank you for your interest in the Transportation 2035 Plan. Your letter raises concern with the 
environmental impacts of Project # 21112 "Improve Crow Canyon Road by widening shoulders, 
realigning curves and constructing retaining walls". This project was evaluated as a part of the program 
of projects that comprised the Proposed Project in the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

It was identified as a project that: would be susceptible to surface fault rupture, landslides, or 
liquefaction; is located within the 100-year floodplain; and could potentially impact wetlands, special-
status plant or wildlife species, or designated or proposed critical habitat. The project sponsor will be 
subject to the mitigation measures identified in the EIR for these impacts.  For more information, see the 
Draft EIR available online: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/EIR.htm  In addition to the 
program-level EIR MTC conducted, prior to construction of the project, a separate project-level EIR will 
also be conducted.  This analysis will examine more specific impacts of the project and identify mitigation 
measures for any significant environmental impacts.

We will forward your comments on to the full Commission.  The Commission is expected to adopt a final 
version of the Transportation 2035 Plan at their March 25th meeting.  Thank you for your time and 
interest in the Transportation 2035 Plan.

Liz Brisson
Assistant Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
510-817-5794

>>> Howard Beckman <hpb@netvista.net> 3/2/2009 12:26 PM >>>
TO:  Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Attn:  Public Information

RE:  Draft Transportation 2035 Plan:  impact on natural creeks

Herewith are comments on the draft Transportation 2035 Plan for the San 
Francisco Bay Area dated December 2008.

I applaud the decision of the MTC, in preparing this plan, to "put 
priorities before projects" such that the first step is to define a vision 
for the region's transportation system and then to identify policies and 
investments that carry out that vision (page 11).  Included in the vision 
embodied in the 2035 Plan is a commitment to having "transportation 
investments ... driven by the need to reduce our impact on the earth's 
natural habitats" (page 6).

In addition, the draft plan states that the "anchors of the Transportation 
2035 vision are the Three E principles of sustainability," which include "a 
healthy and safe environment" (page 13).
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The draft plan's list of projects includes widening and straightening of 
Crow Canyon Road (project #21112, pg. 93).  This road carries traffic from 
Contra Costa County to Alameda County through a very sparsely populated 
area.  It is a minor connector between I-680 (in San Ramon) and I-580 (in 
Castro Valley).

The road follows a portion of Crow Creek, a deep creek that is one of the 
major channels draining the San Lorenzo Creek watershed.  The portion of 
the creek adjacent to Crow Canyon Road is one of the few pristine creek 
sections in the watershed, and thus is a public asset of incalculable 
value.  The widening and straightening of the road will require massive 
concrete retaining walls in the creek channel as well as disturbance of the 
meandering course of the historic creek.

The need for widening and straightening Crow Canyon Road is very 
questionable.  The Project Study Report for this project, prepared jointly 
by CalTrans and the Alameda County Public Works Agency in 1992, does not 
demonstrate a compelling need for these changes in the road.  The sole 
purpose of the changes is to accomodate drivers who wish to drive faster 
than the existing road makes safe.  Indeed, some California Highway Patrol 
officials have openly oppposed the proposed change in the road as inviting 
higher speeds and therefore increasing the danger of the roadway.

Damage to Crow Creek cannot be avoided by the purpose of the project, and 
thus any mitigation of adverse impacts on the creek would have to be 
displaced to "mitigation credits" at another site.  The idea that a major 
natural creek should be destroyed to accomodate faster driving on an 
adjacent road is no longer acceptable.

For all of these reasons, and more, I am requesting that this project be 
removed from the list of commitments in the 2035 RTP, at least until such 
time as project alternatives and the environmental impacts of all 
alternatives have been evaluated and the public consulted.  If the project 
is not removed, its appearance on a list of preferred projects in the RTP 
will be used by project proponents as justification for going forward with 
the project.

Howard Beckman
President, Friends of San Lorenzo Creek

1261 via Dolorosa
San Lorenzo 94580

cc:     Regional Water Quality Control Board
         Alameda County Supervisors
         Contra Costa County Supervisors
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From: Doug Kimsey
To: John.Holtzclaw@sierraclub.org
CC: MTC info
Date: 3/5/2009 5:48 PM
Subject: Re: RAFT Comments on T2035

John - Thanks for the comments on the T2035 Plan. I offer the following in response:

Revenue Data
- Keep in mind this is a 25-year plan - there are bound to be periods when revenues are greater and less 
than anticipated. Notwithstanding this, we believe that the transit revenues are still relevant despite 
recent state actions and the economic downturn for the following reasons 
1. Potential loss in STA funds represents less than 1% reduction in overall transit 25-year operating funds 
(yes, there will be short-term hardships, but the RTP is a long-term plan).
2. We will be actively seeking state restoration of funding in upcoming budget discussions for next fiscal 
year
3. Current RTP sales tax assumptions used low range of estimates - 5.6% nominal growth vs. 6% growth 
in last RTP and most recent base year

Equity
The T2035 plan invests nearly 70% in transit maintenance and expansion. Most to this investment 
provides need services to low income and minority populations. In fact, the RTP Equity Analysis indicates 
that low income and minority populations (communities of concern) benefit more from RTP investments 
(access to jobs, essential destinations) than other communities. Lastly, the T2035 Plan invests $400 
million in Lifeline transportation, which is in addition to $300 million committed previously by the 
Commission for this purpose.

A. I disagree that the CoCs start from a disadvantaged position given that about 70% of the plan' 
investments are within the traditional urban core, which where most of the CoCs are located
B. There is being quite a bit done - as you know, do to a lot of good work being done by CARB and the 
Air District to reduce PM near sensitive receptors - you 'll not from the equity analysis that PM emissions, 
while higher in CoCs, are substantially reduced over time. I'll also note that the T2035 Plan Climate 
Program invests over $45 million to reduce truck emissions near the Port and invests another $400 
million in climate change awareness programs and incentives programs
C. Transportation investment has very little impact on transportation costs and no impact on housing 
costs - affordability is mainly a function of housing supply and type.

We intend to conduct the Snapshot analysis. It is important to note that BART/SJ traverses many CoCs.

ARRA
As you know, the Commission intends to have additional discussion of principles to support various 
discretionary ARRA funds.Transit funding sustainability will likely be a part of this discussion.

Your comments will be forwarded to the Commission prior to March 25, 2009 RTP action. Thanks again 
for the input.
 

2 March 2009

Steve Hemminger
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, California 94607
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Re: Comments on the proposed 2009 Regional Transportation Plan

To Whom It May Concern:

The Regional Alliance For Transit, RAFT, submits the following comments:

The revenue data (both operating and capital) for transit operators as
assumed and presented in the Draft RTP is no longer valid and may be
seriously unrealistic - at a minimum, it does not take into  consideration
the State budget action regarding State Transit  Assistance funding, the
federal ARRA, changes in property tax  revenues, or serious declines in
sales tax revenues such as were  officially revealed to the VTA Board only
last Friday. The current  document cannot be considered "financially
constrained" in light of  this significant information.  Will the draft RTP
be updated to  reflect financial realities - and more importantly, what
opportunities  will be available to the public to comment on such changes
before the  RTP is adopted?

Equity is one of the RTP's three stated goals, supposedly co-equal  with
the others, yet there is little to show for actually achieving  this
objective over the next quarter of a century, which affects  numerous - and
increasing - numbers of low-income and minority  residents.  On at least
three metrics, the "Project" fails to advance  the goal of Equity as it
relates to impacts on residents of  "Communities of Concern" (CoCs):

A. Non-work trips, which are acknowledged as the great majority of  trips
taken for the region, are shown as a benefit to CoCs.  However,  for
transit use, which is the sole option for many low-income and  minority
households, while both CoCs and non-CoCs show benefits, the  latter are
significantly more improved by the "Project" (13.4%  compared to 8.9%).
How is this Equity, especially considering that  CoCs start from a
disadvantaged position?

B. Emissions under the Project more seriously burden CoCs than non-CoCs.
Can nothing be done in this case?

C. "Affordability" is identified as "Either" for the Project.  Again, given
that CoCs start from a position of disadvantage, how does this move to
enhance Equity?

The proposal from MTC's own Minority Citizens Advisory Committee  (MCAC) to
provide more frequent and reportable "Snapshot" updates of  the Equity
situation is an important one which should be promptly  adopted as MTC
policy.  As one example, how can the RTP include the  very costly extension
of BART to Santa Clara County at the same time  that VTA, the sponsor, is
proposing to cut its local existing bus and  light rail service, on which
so many minority and low-income riders  depend?

MTC staff's response to Attorney General Brown regarding AB-32
implementation and Greenhouse Gas reduction needs more action, rather  than
soothing words.  The staff action to remove HOT-lane freeway  expansions
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from the ARRA package last week was a useful first step.   However, at the
February 25th MTC meeting, several Commissioners  expressed concern about
how to make transit operating funds more  sustainable. What will MTC,
through the 2009 RTP and other advocacy  efforts, do to advance this
critical objective?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your agency's proposed
Regional Transportation Plan.

Sincerely,

John Holtzclaw
415-977-5534
John.Holtzclaw@SierraClub.org 

Doug Kimsey
Planning Director
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 8th Street
Oakland, CA 94607

Ph: 510.817.5790
Fax: 510.817.5848
email: dkimsey@mtc.ca.gov
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From: Ellen Griffin
To: MTC info
Date: 3/23/2009 11:03 AM
Subject: Fwd: Your 2035 Plan Comment

>>> Ellen Griffin 3/3/2009 1:42 PM >>>
Dear Mr. Toschi,

Thanks for your comment about the need for more freeways in Marin County. You can view the proposed 
projects in the Draft 2035 Plan by county at this link:

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/DRAFT/Appendix1.pdf 

MTC is slated to adopt the Transportation 2035 Plan on March 25. Thank you for your interest, and for 
taking the time to comment.

Ellen Griffin
MTC Legislation and Public Affairs

>>> "Michael Toschi" <matoschi@att.net> 3/2/2009 11:59 AM >>>
I would like to see plans for another freeway route in Marin County, for the 2035 Transportation Plan. Is 
that ok? 
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From: John Goodwin
To: Michael Toschi <matoschi@att.net>
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 3/20/2009 4:21 PM
Subject: T-2035 Comments (Toschi) Marin County Auto Travel Improvements

Dear Mr. Toschi:
   Thank you for your phone call regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, and for your 
recommendations about improving automobile travel through Marin County. These include:

a) consideration of a plan to build another freeway through Marin County. This may include another 
north/south route paralleling U.S. 101 and/or an east-west route, which might be conceived as an 
extension of Interstate 580 running through the Ross Valley;

b) development of a north/south arterial through Marin County that would parallel U.S. 101 and serve as 
a reliever route for U.S. 101; 

c) encouraging Marin County and its cities to maintain consistent street names for thoroughfares that 
pass through multiple jurisdictions, thus reducing the number of street name changes from city to city; 

d) development of additional routes into and out of Sausalito; and

e) renaming Sir Francis Drake Blvd east of U.S. 101 as East Sir Francis Drake Blvd. 

Your comments will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of 
the Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring. We appreciate your interest in regional transportation 
issues and hope you will continue to share your thoughts and suggestions with us in the months to 
come.

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov
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From: John Goodwin
To: Michael Toschi <matoschi@att.net>
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 3/23/2009 9:07 AM
Subject: T-2035 Comments (Toschi) Marin County Auto Travel Improvements Part 2

Dear Mr. Toschi:
   Thank you for your follow-up phone calls regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, and for your 
additional recommendations about improving automobile travel through Marin County. These include:

a) clarifying your support for renaming East Sir Francis Drake Blvd east of U.S. 101 as simply Sir Francis 
Drake Blvd.; 

b) development of a full freeway interchange at the junction of U.S. 101 and Interstate 580 in San Rafael 
to facilitate access from westbound I-580 to southbound U.S. 101, and from northbound U.S. 101 to 
eastbound I-580;

c) development of a traffic management plan to encourage all motorists traveling from U.S. 101 to I-580 
(and from I-580 to U.S. 101) to use the freeway interchange rather than Sir Francis Drake Blvd.;

d) development of a north/south arterial parallel to U.S. 101 to facilitate non-freeway travel between 
Novato and Marinwood;

e) connecting Sir Francis Drake Blvd. east of State Route 1 in Olema with Sir Francis Drake Blvd on the 
Point Reyes peninsula, or renaming the segment of Sir Francis Drake Blvd. west of State Route 1 in Point 
Reyes Station to avoid confusion between the two segments;

f) widening the U.S. 101 tunnels on the Waldo Grade to accommodate bi-directional traffic during peak 
hours; and

g) clarifying your support for the development on additional non-freeway routes into and out of 
Sausalito. 

As with your original recommendations, your additional comments will be forwarded to the full 
Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring. 
We appreciate your comprehensive understanding of the roadway mobility challenges in Marin County 
and invite you to share more of your suggestions with us in the future.

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov
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From: John Goodwin
To: Michael Toschi
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 3/23/2009 9:52 AM
Subject: T-2035 Comments (Toschi) Marin County Auto Travel Improvements Part 3

Dear Mr. Toschi:
   Thank you for your latest e-mail responding to my previous responses to your phone calls regarding 
the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, and for your additional recommendations about improving 
automobile 
travel through Marin County. These include:

a) recommending that any I-580 freeway extension west of U.S. 101 extend to Fairfax, ending with a 
partial interchange at Sir Francis Drake Blvd., similar to the eastern end of the freeway portion of State 
Route 12 in Sonoma County, where the freeway ends at a partial interchange with Farmers Lane in Santa 
Rosa; and

b) recommending that Freitas Parkway be extended from Terra Linda to San Anselmo, with an alignment 
that would allow an interchange with the I-580 freeway extension to Fairfax that you have proposed.

As with your earlier recommendations, these comments will be forwarded to the full Commission, which 
is scheduled to adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring.

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> "Michael Toschi" <matoschi@att.net> 3/23/2009 9:29 AM >>>
Also, did you receive these two comments? The first comment is if there were to be a I-580 freeway 
extension, I would like to see it extend to Fairfax, ending with a partial 
interchange at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard (Similar to the Farmers Lane/Highway 
12 interchange in Santa Rosa, California. Do you where I am talking about?). The 
second comment is extending Freitas Parkway in San Rafael to San Anselmo (with a 
possible alignment to accommodate a future interchange if a freeway does go 
through this area in the future). Please e-mail me back and let me know. 
  
-------------- Original message ----------------------
From: "John Goodwin" <JGoodwin@mtc.ca.gov>
>
> Dear Mr. Toschi:
   Thank you for your follow-up phone calls regarding the Draft Transportation 
2035 Plan, and for your additional recommendations about improving automobile 
> travel through Marin County. These include:
> 
a) clarifying your support for renaming East Sir Francis Drake Blvd east of U.S. 
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> 101 as simply Sir Francis Drake Blvd.; 
> 
b) development of a full freeway interchange at the junction of U.S. 101 and 
Interstate 580 in San Rafael to facilitate access from westbound I-580 to 
> southbound U.S. 101, and from northbound U.S. 101 to eastbound I-580;
> 
c) development of a traffic management plan to encourage all motorists traveling 
from U.S. 101 to I-580 (and from I-580 to U.S. 101) to use the freeway 
> interchange rather than Sir Francis Drake Blvd.;
> 
d) development of a north/south arterial parallel to U.S. 101 to facilitate 
> non-freeway travel between Novato and Marinwood;
> 
e) connecting Sir Francis Drake Blvd. east of State Route 1 in Olema with Sir 
> Francis Drake Blvd on the Point Reyes peninsula, or renaming the segment of Sir 
> Francis Drake Blvd. west of State Route 1 in Point Reyes Station to avoid 
> confusion between the two segments;
> 
> f) widening the U.S. 101 tunnels on the Waldo Grade to accommodate 
> bi-directional traffic during peak hours; and
> 
> g) clarifying your support for the development on additional non-freeway routes 
> into and out of Sausalito. 
> 
> As with your original recommendations, your additional comments will be 
> forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of 
> the Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring. We appreciate your comprehensive 
> understanding of the roadway mobility challenges in Marin County and invite you 
> to share more of your suggestions with us in the future.
> 
> 
> John Goodwin
> Public Information Officer
> Metropolitan Transportation Commission
> MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
> Oakland, CA 94607
> Phone: (510) 817-5862
> Fax: (510) 817-5848
> email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov 
> 
> 

#116



(3/23/2009) MTC info - T-2035 Comments (Toschi) Marin County Auto Travel Improvements Part 4 Page 1

From: John Goodwin
To: Michael Toschi
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 3/23/2009 3:26 PM
Subject: T-2035 Comments (Toschi) Marin County Auto Travel Improvements Part 4

Dear Mr. Toschi:
   Thank you for your latest phone call about the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, in which you offered 
additional recommendations for improving Bay Area automobile travel. These include:

a) delay renaming Sir Francis Drake Blvd. in Marin until it can be done as part of a comprehensive 
countywide street and road renaming program;

b) rename Manuel T. Freitas Parkway in San Rafael as Freitas Parkway;

c) rename South Novato Blvd. as Novato Blvd.;

d) rename the westernmost segments of D Street in Petaluma as Point Reyes-Petaluma Road;

e) convert State Route 37 to a full freeway through Marin, Sonoma and Solano counties;

f) extend State Route 37 west to Point Reyes-Petaluma Road, or alternatively, build a State Route 1 
bypass around Point Reyes Station and extend State Route 37 to that bypass route;

g) in the event that an Interstate 580 extension west to Fairfax is ever built, supplement that project with  
development of an east/west arterial or state highway that would connect the I-580 extension with State 
Route 1 without overloading Sir Francis Drake Blvd.;

h) extend the carpool lanes on both northbound and southbound U.S. 101 from Mill Valley to the Golden 
Gate Bridge;

i) widen Tiburon Blvd. (State Route 131) to four lanes for its entire length between U.S. 101 and 
downtown Tiburon, and replace the existing stop sign along this route with a traffic signal or other device 
that will speed traffic flow;

j) in the event that an Interstate 580 extension west to Fairfax is ever built, replace or expand the 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge to improve capacity;

k) develop a full four-way interchange at the Interstate 580/Interstate 80 junction in Albany; and

l) Remove Interstate 580 from the Interstate 80 (Eastshore Freeway) footprint in Alameda County, and 
re-route Interstate 580 to its own alignment between Albany and the MacArthur Maze in Oakland.

As with your earlier recommendations, these comments will be forwarded to the full Commission, which 
is scheduled to adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring. I am hopeful that 
your recommendations for the Draft Plan are now complete. 

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
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Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov
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From: John Goodwin
To: Michael Toschi
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 3/24/2009 10:37 AM
Subject: T-2035 Comments (Toschi) Marin County Auto Travel Improvements Part 5

Dear Mr. Toschi:
   This message is intended to supercede the earlier response marked "Part 4" and is offered in response 
to your latest phone call about the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, in which you clarified some previous 
recommendations for improving Bay Area automobile travel. These include:

a) delay renaming Sir Francis Drake Blvd. in Marin County until it can be done as part of a comprehensive 
countywide street and road renaming program;

b) rename Manuel T. Freitas Parkway in San Rafael as Freitas Parkway;

c) rename South Novato Blvd. as Novato Blvd.;

d) rename the westernmost segments of D Street in Petaluma as Point Reyes-Petaluma Road;

e) convert State Route 37 to a full freeway through Marin, Sonoma and Solano counties;

f) extend State Route 37 west to Point Reyes-Petaluma Road, or alternatively, build a State Route 1 
bypass around Point Reyes Station and extend State Route 37 to that bypass route;

g) in the event that an Interstate 580 extension west to Fairfax is ever built, supplement that project with  
development of an east/west arterial or state highway that would connect the I-580 extension with State 
Route 1 without overloading Sir Francis Drake Blvd.;

h) in the event that an Interstate 580 extension west to Fairfax is ever built (but a new 
east/west arterial or state highway connecting the I-580 extension with State Route 1 is not 
built), and roadway improvements to Sir Francis Drake Blvd. are needed to handle increased 
traffic, then rename Sir Francis Drake Blvd. between Olema and Fairfax, perhaps as West Sir 
Francis Drake Blvd.;

i) extend the carpool lanes on both northbound and southbound U.S. 101 from Mill Valley to the Golden 
Gate Bridge;

j) widen Tiburon Blvd. (State Route 131) to four lanes for its entire length between U.S. 101 and 
downtown Tiburon, and replace the existing stop sign at the intersection with Main Street with a 
traffic signal or other device that will speed traffic flow;

k) in the event that an Interstate 580 extension west to Fairfax is ever built, replace or expand the 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge to improve capacity;

l) develop a full four-way interchange at the Interstate 580/Interstate 80 junction in Albany; and

m) Remove Interstate 580 from the Interstate 80 (Eastshore Freeway) footprint in Alameda County, and 
re-route Interstate 580 to its own alignment between Albany and the MacArthur Maze in Oakland.

As with your earlier recommendations, these comments will be forwarded to the full Commission, which 
is scheduled to adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring. I now consider 
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your recommendations for the Draft Plan to be complete. 

All comments on the Draft Plan (as well as corresponding responses by MTC Commissioners and staff) 
made through yesterday, March 23, will be presented to the Commission at its March 25 meeting. A new 
public comment period will commence tomorrow and conclude on April 8, with any additional comments 
received (and responses made) forwarded to the members of MTC's Planning Committee at its April 10 
meeting. The complete record of public comments and Commission/staff responses will be included in 
the Transportation 2035 Plan Public Participation Report, which will be released simultaneously with the 
release of the final Transportation 2035 Plan. The final Plan and all supplementary reports are scheduled 
for adoption by the Commission on April 22. Publication and distribution in book form likely will occur 
sometime in May 2009. 

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov
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From: John Goodwin
To: Michael Toschi
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 3/26/2009 4:16 PM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comments (Toschi) Part 6

Dear Mr. Toschi:
    Thank you for your latest round of phone calls and e-mails about the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, 
in which you offered these additional recommendations for improving Bay Area automobile travel:

a) clarifying that you recommend development of a traffic management plan to encourage all motorists 
traveling from U.S. 101 to I-580 (and from I-580 to U.S. 101) to use the freeway interchange in San 
Rafael rather than East Sir Francis Drake Blvd;

b) upgrade the traffic signal at the intersection of Tiburon Blvd. (State Route 131) and Beach Road to 
contemporary Caltrans standards;

c) improve or replace the Golden Gate Bridge; and 

d) remove the U.S. 101 and State Route 1 designations from San Francisco city streets, and develop new 
bypass roads through San Francisco for each route.

Your comments will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of 
the Transportation 2035 Plan on April 22. 

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> "Michael Toschi" <matoschi@att.net> 3/24/2009 2:53 PM >>>
You mean, development of a traffic management plan to encourage all motorists traveling from U.S. 101 
to I-580 (and from I-580 to U.S. 101) to use the freeway interchange rather than East Sir Francis Drake 
Blvd. Also,  the stop signed intersection along Tiburon Boulevard is at the Main Street/Tiburon Boulevard 
intersection. And I would to see the traffic signal at the Beach Road/Tiburon Boulevard intersection be 
upgraded to a typical Caltrans standards traffic signal. I would like to also comment on the Golden Gate 
Bridge being improved or replaced. And, I would like to see Highway 101 and Highway 1 to be bypassed 
from the surface streets of Sn Francisco. Also, who could I speak to in the future when you are available 
to speak to me (regarding commenting on the Final Transporation 2035 Plan)? Thank you.   
-------------- Original message ----------------------
From: "John Goodwin" <JGoodwin@mtc.ca.gov>
>
> 
> Here's the first set of comments:
> 
> John Goodwin
> Public Information Officer
> Metropolitan Transportation Commission

#116



(4/1/2009) MTC info - Re: T-2035 Comments (Toschi) Part 6 Page 2

> MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
> Oakland, CA 94607
> Phone: (510) 817-5862
> Fax: (510) 817-5848
> email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov 
> 
> 
> >>> John Goodwin 3/20/2009 4:21 PM >>>
> Dear Mr. Toschi:
   Thank you for your phone call regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, 
and for your recommendations about improving automobile travel through Marin 
> County. These include:
> 
a) consideration of a plan to build another freeway through Marin County. This 
may include another north/south route paralleling U.S. 101 and/or an east-west 
route, which might be conceived as an extension of Interstate 580 running 
> through the Ross Valley;
> 
b) development of a north/south arterial through Marin County that would 
> parallel U.S. 101 and serve as a reliever route for U.S. 101; 
> 
c) encouraging Marin County and its cities to maintain consistent street names 
> for thoroughfares that pass through multiple jurisdictions, thus reducing the 
> number of street name changes from city to city; 
> 
> d) development of additional routes into and out of Sausalito; and
> 
> e) renaming Sir Francis Drake Blvd east of U.S. 101 as East Sir Francis Drake 
> Blvd. 
> 
> Your comments will be forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to 
> adopt a final version of the Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring. We 
> appreciate your interest in regional transportation issues and hope you will 
> continue to share your thoughts and suggestions with us in the months to come.
> 
> 
> ...and the second:
> 
> Dear Mr. Toschi:
>    Thank you for your follow-up phone calls regarding the Draft Transportation 
> 2035 Plan, and for your additional recommendations about improving automobile 
> travel through Marin County. These include:
> 
> a) clarifying your support for renaming East Sir Francis Drake Blvd east of U.S. 
> 101 as simply Sir Francis Drake Blvd.; 
> 
> b) development of a full freeway interchange at the junction of U.S. 101 and 
> Interstate 580 in San Rafael to facilitate access from westbound I-580 to 
> southbound U.S. 101, and from northbound U.S. 101 to eastbound I-580;
> 
> c) development of a traffic management plan to encourage all motorists traveling 
> from U.S. 101 to I-580 (and from I-580 to U.S. 101) to use the freeway 
> interchange rather than Sir Francis Drake Blvd.;
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> 
> d) development of a north/south arterial parallel to U.S. 101 to facilitate 
> non-freeway travel between Novato and Marinwood;
> 
> e) connecting Sir Francis Drake Blvd. east of State Route 1 in Olema with Sir 
> Francis Drake Blvd on the Point Reyes peninsula, or renaming the segment of Sir 
> Francis Drake Blvd. west of State Route 1 in Point Reyes Station to avoid 
> confusion between the two segments;
> 
> f) widening the U.S. 101 tunnels on the Waldo Grade to accommodate 
> bi-directional traffic during peak hours; and
> 
> g) clarifying your support for the development on additional non-freeway routes 
> into and out of Sausalito. 
> 
> As with your original recommendations, your additional comments will be 
> forwarded to the full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of 
> the Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring. We appreciate your comprehensive 
> understanding of the roadway mobility challenges in Marin County and invite you 
> to share more of your suggestions with us in the future.
> 
> ...and the third:
> 
> Dear Mr. Toschi:
>    Thank you for your latest e-mail responding to my previous responses to your 
> phone calls regarding the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, and for your 
> additional recommendations about improving automobile 
> travel through Marin County. These include:
> 
> a) recommending that any I-580 freeway extension west of U.S. 101 extend to 
> Fairfax, ending with a partial interchange at Sir Francis Drake Blvd., similar 
> to the eastern end of the freeway portion of State Route 12 in Sonoma County, 
> where the freeway ends at a partial interchange with Farmers Lane in Santa Rosa; 
> and
> 
> b) recommending that Freitas Parkway be extended from Terra Linda to San 
> Anselmo, with an alignment that would allow an interchange with the I-580 
> freeway extension to Fairfax that you have proposed.
> 
> As with your earlier recommendations, these comments will be forwarded to the 
> full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of the 
> Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring.
> 
> 
> ...the fourth:
> 
> Dear Mr. Toschi:
>    Thank you for your latest phone call about the Draft Transportation 2035 
> Plan, in which you offered additional recommendations for improving Bay Area 
> automobile travel. These include:
> 
> a) delay renaming Sir Francis Drake Blvd. in Marin until it can be done as part 
> of a comprehensive countywide street and road renaming program;
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> 
> b) rename Manuel T. Freitas Parkway in San Rafael as Freitas Parkway;
> 
> c) rename South Novato Blvd. as Novato Blvd.;
> 
> d) rename the westernmost segments of D Street in Petaluma as Point 
> Reyes-Petaluma Road;
> 
> e) convert State Route 37 to a full freeway through Marin, Sonoma and Solano 
> counties;
> 
> f) extend State Route 37 west to Point Reyes-Petaluma Road, or alternatively, 
> build a State Route 1 bypass around Point Reyes Station and extend State Route 
> 37 to that bypass route;
> 
> g) in the event that an Interstate 580 extension west to Fairfax is ever built, 
> supplement that project with  development of an east/west arterial or state 
> highway that would connect the I-580 extension with State Route 1 without 
> overloading Sir Francis Drake Blvd.;
> 
> h) extend the carpool lanes on both northbound and southbound U.S. 101 from Mill 
> Valley to the Golden Gate Bridge;
> 
> i) widen Tiburon Blvd. (State Route 131) to four lanes for its entire length 
> between U.S. 101 and downtown Tiburon, and replace the existing stop sign along 
> this route with a traffic signal or other device that will speed traffic flow;
> 
> j) in the event that an Interstate 580 extension west to Fairfax is ever built, 
> replace or expand the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge to improve capacity;
> 
> k) develop a full four-way interchange at the Interstate 580/Interstate 80 
> junction in Albany; and
> 
> l) Remove Interstate 580 from the Interstate 80 (Eastshore Freeway) footprint in 
> Alameda County, and re-route Interstate 580 to its own alignment between Albany 
> and the MacArthur Maze in Oakland.
> 
> 
> As with your earlier recommendations, these comments will be forwarded to the 
> full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of the 
> Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring. I am hopeful that your 
> recommendations for the Draft Plan are now complete. 
> 
> 
> ...and the fifth and final:
> 
> Dear Mr. Toschi:
>    This message is intended to supercede the earlier response marked "Part 4" 
> and is offered in response to your latest phone call about the Draft 
> Transportation 2035 Plan, in which you clarified some previous recommendations 
> for improving Bay Area automobile travel. These include:
> 
> a) delay renaming Sir Francis Drake Blvd. in Marin County until it can be done 
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> as part of a comprehensive countywide street and road renaming program;
> 
> b) rename Manuel T. Freitas Parkway in San Rafael as Freitas Parkway;
> 
> c) rename South Novato Blvd. as Novato Blvd.;
> 
> d) rename the westernmost segments of D Street in Petaluma as Point 
> Reyes-Petaluma Road;
> 
> e) convert State Route 37 to a full freeway through Marin, Sonoma and Solano 
> counties;
> 
> f) extend State Route 37 west to Point Reyes-Petaluma Road, or alternatively, 
> build a State Route 1 bypass around Point Reyes Station and extend State Route 
> 37 to that bypass route;
> 
> g) in the event that an Interstate 580 extension west to Fairfax is ever built, 
> supplement that project with  development of an east/west arterial or state 
> highway that would connect the I-580 extension with State Route 1 without 
> overloading Sir Francis Drake Blvd.;
> 
> h) in the event that an Interstate 580 extension west to Fairfax is ever built 
> (but a new east/west arterial or state highway connecting the I-580 extension 
> with State Route 1 is not built), and roadway improvements to Sir Francis Drake 
> Blvd. are needed to handle increased traffic, then rename Sir Francis Drake 
> Blvd. between Olema and Fairfax, perhaps as West Sir Francis Drake Blvd.;
> 
> i) extend the carpool lanes on both northbound and southbound U.S. 101 from Mill 
> Valley to the Golden Gate Bridge;
> 
> j) widen Tiburon Blvd. (State Route 131) to four lanes for its entire length 
> between U.S. 101 and downtown Tiburon, and replace the existing stop sign at the 
> intersection with Main Street with a traffic signal or other device that will 
> speed traffic flow;
> 
> k) in the event that an Interstate 580 extension west to Fairfax is ever built, 
> replace or expand the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge to improve capacity;
> 
> l) develop a full four-way interchange at the Interstate 580/Interstate 80 
> junction in Albany; and
> 
> m) Remove Interstate 580 from the Interstate 80 (Eastshore Freeway) footprint in 
> Alameda County, and re-route Interstate 580 to its own alignment between Albany 
> and the MacArthur Maze in Oakland.
> 
> 
> As with your earlier recommendations, these comments will be forwarded to the 
> full Commission, which is scheduled to adopt a final version of the 
> Transportation 2035 Plan later this spring. I now consider your recommendations 
> for the Draft Plan to be complete. 
> 
> All comments on the Draft Plan (as well as corresponding responses by MTC 
> Commissioners and staff) made through yesterday, March 23, will be presented to 
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> the Commission at its March 25 meeting. A new public comment period will 
> commence tomorrow and conclude on April 8, with any additional comments received 
> (and responses made) forwarded to the members of MTC's Planning Committee at its 
> April 10 meeting. The complete record of public comments and Commission/staff 
> responses will be included in the Transportation 2035 Plan Public Participation 
> Report, which will be released simultaneously with the release of the final 
> Transportation 2035 Plan. The final Plan and all supplementary reports are 
> scheduled for adoption by the Commission on April 22. Publication and 
> distribution in book form likely will occur sometime in May 2009. 
> 
> 
> 
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From: John Goodwin
To: Michael Toschi
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 3/31/2009 9:06 AM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comments (Toschi) Publication of Public Comments

Michael:
  Your comments, and the MTC responses, will be presented first to the MTC Planning Committee, and 
then to the full Commission. The comments and responses also will be published in a supplementary 
Transportation 2035 Report on Public Outreach and Participation.

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> "Michael Toschi" <matoschi@att.net> 3/31/2009 9:02 AM >>>
Are there plans to publish the comments I made for the Final Transportation 2035 Plan (regarding my 
ideas for Marin County), such as the newspaper (once the Final Transportation 2035 Plan is released)? 
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From: John Goodwin
To: Michael Toschi
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov
Date: 3/31/2009 9:12 AM
Subject: Re: T-2035 Comments (Toschi) Publication of Public Comments

Michael:
  The Transportation 2035 Public Outreach and Participation Report will be part of the public record, and 
available for use by the Marin Independent Journal or any other newspaper. MTC plays no role in 
newspapers' editorial decisions. Any decision to develop a story based on these public documents will be 
made by the newspapers' own staff. 

John Goodwin
Public Information Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 817-5862
Fax: (510) 817-5848
email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov

>>> "Michael Toschi" <matoschi@att.net> 3/31/2009 9:08 AM >>>
What about in newspapers (such as Marin County newspaper, to see what the people over there think of 
my ideas)?   
-------------- Original message ----------------------
From: "John Goodwin" <JGoodwin@mtc.ca.gov>
>
> Michael:
  Your comments, and the MTC responses, will be presented first to the MTC 
Planning Committee, and then to the full Commission. The comments and responses 
also will be published in a supplementary Transportation 2035 Report on Public 
> Outreach and Participation.
> 
> John Goodwin
> Public Information Officer
> Metropolitan Transportation Commission
> MetroCenter, 101 Eighth Street
> Oakland, CA 94607
> Phone: (510) 817-5862
> Fax: (510) 817-5848
> email: jgoodwin@mtc.ca.gov 
> 
> 
> >>> "Michael Toschi" <matoschi@att.net> 3/31/2009 9:02 AM >>>
Are there plans to publish the comments I made for the Final Transportation 2035 
Plan (regarding my ideas for Marin County), such as the newspaper (once the 
> Final Transportation 2035 Plan is released)? 
> 
> 
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